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chief c l | 

Senator GiLLert l} 

The hig t} 
rew Ga Ce ( tha } Ol 
that wa lled ! 1e 7 } ot a 
wn } 0 l } ! t¢ 

Senator Henprickson. Mr, ¢ 

ho t Li | VOot i t l | ] | y 

Sel r Henninos. I would 
n { 

Senator GiLLerrTe. All rig the | 

There teley facilit ( 

ind no klieg O oving picture 

Senator Hen Ks Mr. ¢ | 
that i we are o “ to) ea three O 
going to retire from the meeting 

Senator Benton. Mr. Chairman, I full pp 
on the mot } pictul Ss. et cetera. 

Nel | itor GAILLETTI It ilso dl Clad | } t Thy 


pictures taken, 


Senator Benton, we are ready to hear anything y 


} 1 . 1 


Re MeCARTHY 


but before doing so I want to make a brief prelim ry statem« 
On Aucust 6, 1951, Senator Benton introduced Senate Resolut 


187, which Wa referred to the (Committee on Ri 


tion. 


(S. Res. 187 is as follows: 


Whereas the Subcommittee 


Rules and Administration has made a ut 


respect to the 1050 Marviland se 


( 


[ 


RESOLUTION 


n Privileges and Electi 





( S rel T 
atorial general electior 
is findings w h respect 
hall Butler as \ 








~ 


INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


‘l. As a result of the investigation and hearings of this subcommittee, 
Jon M. Jonkel, the campaign manager of Senator Butler, has been indicted, 
pled guilty to, and has been sentenced for violation of the Maryland election 
laws for failure to properly report contributions and expenditures in the 
Butler campaign. 

“2. Not only were substantial sums of contributions and expenditures not 
properly reported to Maryland authorities as required by law, but also a 
proper accounting was not made to the Secretary of the Senate as required 
by the Federal Corrupt Practices Act.” : and 

Wherea 


Senator 





such report, with respect to the literature used in the campaign of 


hn Marshall Butler, contains findings as follows 





The tabloid From the Record contains misleading half truths, misrepre 
sentations, and false innuendoes that maliciously and without foundation 
ittack the loyalty and patriotism not only of former Senator Millard Tyd 
ings, whe won the Distinguished Service Cross for battlefield heroism in 
World War I, but also the entire membership of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee in 1950. 

“. Its preparation, publication, and distribution were the result of a 


combination of forces, including Senator Butler’s own campaign organization 


3. The tabloid, disregarding simple decency and common honesty, was 
designed to create and expLoit doubts about the lovaltv of former Senator 


Tvdings 


t. It could neve have been the intention of the framers of the first 
mendment to the Constitution to allow, under the guise of freedom of the 
ess, the publication of any portrayal, whether in picture form or other 
wise, f the character of the « Inposite pieture as it iL ppp ared in the tabloid 
From the Record It was a shocking abuse of the spirit and intent of the 
ST mendment to the Constitution 
“>. The tabloid From the Record was neither published nor in fact paid 
by the Young Democrats for Butler Their alleged sponsorship for 
this publication was nothing more than a false front organization for the 


publication of the tabloid by the Butler campaign headquarters and out 
siders associated with it In the judgment of the subcommittee, this is a 
\ tion of the Federal and State laws requiring persons responsible for 
such publications to list the organizations and its officers.” : and 
Whereas such subcommittee report contains findings with respect to the 
of Senator Joseph R. McCarthy in such campaign as follows 
Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, of Wisconsin, was actively interested 
in the campaign to the extent of making his staff available for work on 
ures aol | , nh Pri ii. ot the tabloid From the Record 
\Te « ft his tf acted as uuriers of funds between Washington and 
he Butler « paign headquarters in Baltimor Kvidence showed that some 
f the belatedly reported campaign funds were delivered through his office 
His ff also w strume! in materially as ting il he addressing, 
g l rydea ng of the picture-post-card phase of the unpaign.” 
nd 
W I . | ( nim ISL) re aed nl I Isions 
, re , y ; he ! Thee 1 TE owing 
I} m4 ! ng a Sent ra I ml | sena 
rial ele on should not be limited to the candidates such election Any 
g Senator, regardless of whether he is a candidate in the election him 
self, should be subject 1 xpulsion by action of the Senate, if it finds such 
Sel r engaged pr f i he vior that make him, in the opinion of 
the Senate, untit to hold the position of United States Senator Now, there- 
f< re he if 
Resolved, That the Com tee on Rules and Administration of the Senate is 
horized d directed to proceed with such consideration of the report of its 
Subcommittee on Pi eges nd Elections with respect to the 1950 Maryland 
senatorial gener election, wh was made pursnant to S. Res. 240, Eighty-first 
gress, Api 15, 1950, and to make such further investigation with respect to 
he participation of Senate Joseph R. MeCarthy in the 1950 senatorial cam 
paign of Senator John Marshall Butler, and such investigation with respect to his 
ther acts since his election to the Senate iv be appropriate to enable such 
ommittee to determine whether or not it should initiate action with a view to 
ward the ex} n from the United States Senate of the said Senator Joseph R. 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 3 


Senator Giuterre. The Rules Committee in turn referred the reso- 
lution to this Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections for such 
action as the subcommittee might deem proper. The resolution pro- 
poses that the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections proceed 
with such consideration of its report with respect to the 1950 Mary 
land senatorial election and the activities of Senator Joseph R. M« 
Carthy in connection therewith, and to give consideration to “his 
other acts since his election to the Senate” as may be appropriate to 
enable the committee to determine whether or not. it should initiate 
action with a view toward the expulsion of Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Benton. by decision of the subcommittee. is today being 
afforded an opportunity to appear and present evidence in support 
of his resolution. An invitation also has been accorded to Senator 
McCarthy to appear at this time by the chairman. 

However, a request made by him that he be permitted to cross 
examine Senator Benton was denied by action of the subcommittee. 

Senator Me ‘arthy’s letter dated September 17, 1951, and the chair 
man’s reply to him dated September 25, 1951, will appear in the ree 
ord at this time as exhibits. 

{ The letters above referred to are as follow 

UNITED STATES SENATI 


COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, 


Senator Guy M. GILLETTE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Pi ileges and Electi PER, 
Nenate Office Building, W ashinguton, D. ¢ 

DEAR SENATOR GILLETTE: IT understand that your subcommittee is planning on 
Starting hearings Thursday of this week on the question of whether your sub 
committee should recommend that McCarthy be expelled from the Senate for 
having exposed Communists in Government I understand further that the only 
two witnesses who have asked to appear to date are William Benton, former 


Assistant Secretary of State and a friend and sponsor of some of those whom 





I have named, and the American Labor Party, which has been cited twice as a 
Communist front 

I understand that. under Senate precede nt. members of a full committee have 
always had the right to question witnesses who appear before a subcommittee 
their own committee This I propose to do in the case of witnesses who appear 
to ask for my expulsion because of my exposure of Communists in Government 


In view of the fact that your subcommittee, without authorization from the 


Senate, is undertaking to conduct hearings on this matter, it would seem highly 
rregular and unusual if your subcommittee would attempt to deny me the right 
to question the witnesses, even had I not been a member of the fu lImuittes 





| 
If there is any question in your mind about my right to appear and question the 
witnesses, I would appreciate it greatly if you would inform me immediately 


If your subcommittee attempts to deny me the usual right to appear and 


i 
question the witnesses, I think it might be well to have the full committee meet 
prior to the date set for your hearings to pass upon this question. For that 


reason, it is urgent that vou inform me immediately what your position is in 


sincerely \ Irs 
Jok McCartt 
SEI tl 2, 190 
Hon. Joserpn R. McCarruy, 
lnited States Nenate 
My Derar Jor I promised to tell you the decision of the Subs e¢ 
Privileges and Elections as to the procedure as soon as they had made the 
on. They are going to take up the Benton resolution at 9:50 a. 1 Frid 
September 2S, in room 457 At that time, they are going to hear Senator Ber 
ton’s statement They voted to hear the Senator in executive session, } 


voted that you could be present if vou so desired, and if time permitte t ke 
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a statement at this same also decided that there should be no 
CTOSS-@€Xa Inution except of the sul mmittee 
A further decision was 1 tha addition evidence is taken, it will be 
governed by rules of procedure determined after this first meeting 
With personal greet a. 
1] erely 
Gt M. GILLI I 
Senator GriuetTre. It was the subcommittee’s original determination 
that Mr. | entol testimo bh } } { } xe tive ( Ol Ll wever, 
by the cto! mnounced b tne cnairn 1, moment avo, the dete 
mil 1as been revised to the extent thet ced 
Before you proceed, Senator Benton, I to ] t out that t] 
1 prel iry hea r some t in the fa judicial proceed 
{ 
@ he for the pum e of assist thi mmittee to reach a 
ere } | et ©] : & ) | | ( ( yay} it! ( 
ik es j Ach l a t ) j Ve ( iv re It 
’ ( I I , Ol 
tha mie ropriate tion s 
i cit ‘ { ) i\ 1} 
! | ] ( 
() hye 
S MeCar have the opportunity 
1 Dpenr ’ 
l l ed tatemen}! wd 
cel to pi cas | like to ask 
( r pl r q oO! { ete { l | Vou have 
ly ( ipted | 
( ( 7 T ( ( 1 
I , ENT ‘ ! ( ; } ] ‘ ( ? ©) ( ity 
\I { } \ ) i | ( ] | iit ) iT 
er t ( e! bu | ) Lt ! ( { E 
} } } ft } ‘ | i\ b 
, t 1 ’ } vi t 4 | ! rit te 
ris ed me e] ( \ ] ! {tee to i CULNe 
i 
tiol they al table at rop! e att 101 
mse il (TIL! Wi h to defer to vow elie mt] dl 
e no tions on that. thev m { rupt you and 
vO q ‘ f 
sé { B | P Nat il \ | Wot i hnorn ily prerel Ti ive aii 
I hv ¢ ( I VOour ¢ iit tec Lhi¢ b (1 | It bettel 
‘ l , Srive px iti lt iii 
“i itor Smitu. Mr. ¢ rmal for the benelit of f record [ would 
like t iv tf { ral i I naerstand tT. tire new ‘ re opel 
with the agre ent that we hear only Senator Bei it the moment 
no obrhnel Vil Kg ) e Sel ] Vie IT VY The opportun \ 
to Lppe ir. s ( Ti t hie } owhomt ren tion retel I. t] il 
corre L & 
Senator GruteTre. That is as I understand it. Is that the unde 
standing of members of the ibcommiuttes 
Senator Smitu. Until further action by the subcommittee 
senator BENT IN I have no other Witne ses this morning Mr Chan 
Wal My LnainYs hj { { Mi sh th’ comment 
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Senator Giuterre. The decision we made with reference to open 
or closed hearings is limited tO hearing your testimony, Senator, and 
also hearing Senator McCarthy under similar circumstances, and then 
further policies would be determined by future action of the subcom- 
mittee, 

Senator BENTON. Yes. 

Senator Gitterre. All right, you may proceed, Senator. 

senator Ly NDRICKSON, Has the witness been sworn, Mr. Chairman é 

Senator Gitterre. He has not 

Senator Benron. I was voing to bring that up, and at th very mo 
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

This matter was raised by Senator MeCarthy at the Rules Commit 
tee meeting Wednesday. | think all of us were there except Senato1 
Hennings. who came in a few minutes late. The chairman of the 
Rules Committee mentioned the matter to the press after the meeting. 


Those of us who were there heard Senator MeCarthv say that 
had volunteered to be sworn before the Pydings committee. This 
statement has a bearing on my subsequent testimony todav. I looked 
up the record on this and | would like to quote Senator lvdings. mad 


then ask that I be sworn todav as a request coming trom me. 
ever, In VieW ot senator Me irthy’s Statement vhout t}) Oo} Wi ines 
dav. the following statement by SenAaprol [vdings, as reported ? the 


hearn Os, will interest vour committe 


Senator Typtnes. Unless the chairman is overruled, all witnesses comit he 
fore this committee will be swort In vour own case Senator MeCarthy @ 
a Member of the Senate, the chairman is not goin to compel vou ; ! 
will to submit to be sworn, but I would like to ask you now if you we 
to be sw 

lo tl senator Met int V reptlie i t il e tho Ct il Vil é 
lent idea to swear all witness 

In view of ft backerot ha ind hn view i mv \ )] ] ? 
eQUIVOr fatement to. the Rules Comn 1 Nii { ry 
W “ddnesday | if | would We ome thre Oppo ] { ot , md 
{ it | lt thie 11g est reservatlle oO ~ I \ f me 

OW Uuvg { that | e SWOrh before | pore ead wit miv ( } 

Senator GintLterrer. Is there objection 4 

Ssenavol LIE NNINGS. Mr. ¢ hairman. mav TI make ar 

5 itor GILLETTE. Senator He 


Senator HHReENnincs. What. difference dor t make. n 


t Or! mda \ or | = ito od »> bh | 
re re is no objection to his being so s\ , but unt ev 
Ut \ lich ft e Senatol ntend l¢ rive — direct e\ 1e} " } oft 
hearsay. L assume that the Sx tor intends to be bound only ; 
I [tel to which he may testify of Sown dlrect | ) ed 
HH wevel I bye matte oO } oO! PCONUATYV eV cle (4 , 
0) the oath. of cou? is ne probative {ol O etl ¢ | 
ve { I it 1 und rraking onth. that the Sse ) : 
t he, of iF can swear to onlv su ti 
Dol chy Tac iS Al Tt | own direct know leave 
Senator Benron. Mr. Chairmai 
Senator HENNINGSs. Bearing in mind t Sena eal 
TUITE ire not ( sarily 0) l t tilited v the] ( ‘ 
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of view, at least, that an oath administered relates only to matters 
L would assume within the direct knowledge of the witness. 
Senator Benron. Mr. Chairman. lam u the minority in the Senate 


hn not being a lawver and in not having traning on what constitutes 


rules of evidence ‘Ourt procecture, 

| ent to Mr. Watkins vesterday to talk to lim about this 
prob] 

Senate SMI’) >! Hie ) tit | mrt 1 Vou cle Pdi 
who Mr. W j 

S or Benron. The Pat ria f the Sr He sa 
O } t | ti { eTore senatt nimittee witho 

ffecting th lof material I planned to present to the committ 
{ the eri; woul Oo 1 PY hy LlIS¢ |) ot ¢ 
cle ( i hterpre eC I { i ) ) } Lo CUPrin’ 
be l re I c*¢ l Tlec ( } W ( cit ‘ i 

| ‘ ‘ ~ te) 1] 1 oO?) hi¢ v'¢ 


- » HENNINGS. Set B opinion. I 
{ | \ \ t wt ‘ 
2 t t t Hity\ 
oO ( o nTtel ‘ 

. } mW HENTON | ? ‘ O } y 7 ‘ preity j ao?) 

Senay 1] \ ~ ( Vy to matter 
be \ ( Lu \ | iC] Lnding that su 
miatters as May | ( iV or conel 0 ive certammly not subsect to 

Senator BENTON. Nat lyon ese documents TF shal binit today 
ther ond my « ect knowledge, and naturally 
I t ! ] ) \\ | i\ l Vy ! pil Mis 

{ re ' Lyi mehout VY presentation, 
but I « not prep t wholly d on my 0" 
‘ yt a>) ) 

1) i} ne the ¢ it! | eretors ferpret { Wwenl ‘ me To Te 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth within my ob 
servation, within my own knowledge. as I have presented it here in 
this document, but quite naturally I must quote other people in this 
ce and 9 in material o h IT cannot cla Mm to have 
: il] ( ( OV iit 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Hendrickso 

Se) r HENDRICKSON Ir. Chairman, | was gomeg to say that this 
resolution pre ented by the Senator from Connecticut the whole mat 
te} mn have verv serio consequence It | A very erious matte! 
and | would not want to participate 1 the heaa nes al all asa member 
oft ti Conn ttee unt s the Wi1IThesse me sworn. 

Senator Benron. As I stated to the Rules Committee, I am olad 
tobesworn. I prefer to be sworn 


Senator GILLerre. This witness has asked to be sworn, and. of 


course, this S not the proper 1) bunal tO dete rmimne thre etlect of nh 
oat] mdm) stered in this sort of a body. | there obyection to the 


senator. the withess, hen rseworn / 


Senator Svirn. Mr. Chairman. was that not already decided before 
we agreed to the open hearing by the subeommittee? Was it not al 
ready decided before we agreed to the open hearing, that the witnesses 


would he sworn ¢ 





Senator By NTON. Of course Mrs. Smith wi 


teeredl to be sworn at the Rules Committee al d spoke ib on my owl 


remember that i volul 


volition snd said that I woul be Cl olad to be s ( I rid ery 
happy to be worl I do not Vant tiie ecordad to aicate ! t | 

uy being compelled to | ( | t clear t ( 
tO ( War Lie? he 


ole \ ear tha he evidel \ o 
} 
ter We mweurine s l { the trut ‘ ! 
Out thre { in vou (rod ¢ 
~/ | | Viv. ¢ 7 
4 
Ye (x | ] \ } ) ¢( = 


TESTIMONY OF HON. WILLIAM BENTON, UNITED STATES SENATO! 
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


. ED Mr. | f 
\ } il i ! } { 

} x ! { ( { ' ) 
pal ot } rey! ot N i { 
oul \ lvo O} a J ( ! Do I L\ 
had hel ithering } eC} Ll ( ( 

Mr. Chairman. I knovy ll of , ( 
then } ) j SOT ¢ ( Oo ( j i ort ‘ \ 
mor oO ‘ no 1 ! ad bv 1 ss r tro} \ | ‘ 


POrmeatio} \ ry } right 7? 1] ( ! i \I ! ) 
| nite sstiite ssi ité ( t Serf | (| 1 ot 
per } il ule ( i j ] | ‘ OlVed ¢ | te t t | ‘ 
ho thie eVer Dee iore Dar 3 i} 0) 
] mo Trammell orth Co} | ] Oh Tore The con} ore 
} j 
T! COM! it tes Ss Tacing’g todn | ey Dro aed t i | etl ‘a 
=i if hOoutk be the ) Chore of the qt i] iti s of {Ss <¢ \I { 
, "¢ } { 
Thev further provided a procedure for the expulsion of a Member of 
the Senate. I} eht To expe has bee oO} rueak Drona { el 
a es r\ ! = treatise on the Constitutio had 1 Lt 
Ihe expel exter ‘ vhere { 
‘ f e Ne . I \ \I hve 


list 
he Senatol William Blow t, of Tennessee, who was ¢ X 


pelled in Live 

i 1 i 
This is O appropriate to my testimony, Mr. Chairman, this Blount 
case, that L vin gone to quote i paragraph of the ndings of the select 

| I I 
committee, 

When the the committe ousider his Blount’s) attempts to seduce Carey 
fromm his duty as a faithful interpreter, and to employ him a h eng 
tlienate the affections and contidence o the Indians rom the ] Pike thi 
the United States residing among them, the mensures he has proposed to excite 
temper which must produce the recall or expulsic f oul Iperintendent 
the Creek Nation, his insidious advice tending to the advancement of } WI 
popularity and consequence, at the expense and hazard of the good opinion w } 
the Indian entertain of he Goy nment ind of the treatic 
tween 1 and thre your committee have no ce t M nmr 
has been inconsiste vith his pub lutyv, rende imworthy « he 
continuance of his public trust in this body, and I i hig ‘ 
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Mr. Chairman, the fact that the Senate has in a number of cases 
denied seats to Senators-elect, before the oath could be administered, 
is better known than the fact that in 18 cases sitting Senators have been 
formally expelled. Further, three sitting Senators have resigned 
when it has seemed apparent to them that a Senate expulsion vote 
would go against them. 

Mr. Chairman, those figures were furnished by the Legislative 
Reference Service, and because there has been a good deal of interest 
in them, I asked a young lawyer on my staff to check into them. 
Through this check I have discovered that the history of expulsions 
— the Senate is susceptible to different interpretations, and seem- 

ely one can come up with somewhat different sets of figures. 

"The young attorney on my staff reports that his analysis shows 
that 21 Senators have been expelled, not 18; 15 by a two-thirds vote 
and 6 by a simple majority vote. He reports that 6 United States 
Senators have resigned uncer fire. 

I suppose the resigning under fire of six Senators is a different 
interpretation of the facts from that of the Legislative Reference 
Service that three have resigned when it seemed apparent that a 
Senate expulsion vote would go against them. Whether the total 

21 or 27 as indicated by the document of the young man on my 
staff, or whether it is somewhere in-between, I do not know, but I 
submit that these two reports show there is ample precedent for the 
action proposed by this resolution upon which you are holding hear- 
ings today. 

Moreover, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to 
make it clear that 1 beheve that action on the resolution is urgent 
and indeed imperative even were there no precedents for it. I am 
here to urge upon you a favorable report upon it. For the reasons 
I shall present today, 1 deem such action essential to the well-being and 
security of the American people. 

The prestige of the U h ted S tates in today’s world depends not 
only on our military power and our economic strength but also on 
our national achievement of a reputation for integrity and char- 
acter. Without such a reputation, how can we hope to win and retain 
loyalalhes? Without it, how can we hope permanently to undermine 
the strei noth and the faith of potential foes. 

Mr. ¢ area the United States Senate is often acclaimed as the 
most important legis lative body in the world. In foreion eves, the 
haracter of the Senate is a measure of the objectives and the quality 
of the people of the U1 ited States and ot their Government and 
their foreign policy. The hlindine of the Senate is Its membership. 
Standing at all times in the blinding light of world attention, a United 
States Senator carries the heavy burden of his country’s prestige and 


This is far more important today than ever before. This is one 
of the many consequences of our world power which we, in the Senate, 
! st now face up to ~2n,0ur own thinking about ourselves as Senators. 
] bmit that the United States Senate 1s not vet as alert as it must 
become—to these grave consequences, applied to our own actions as 
menators al d the in ipact ot our actions upon the national security. 
This new urgency for a high sense of ee on the part of 
each and every Senator is one reason why, in line with my own ex- 


perience in the field of foreign policy, I hi: ive felt that it was my duty 
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as a Senator to demand the expulsion of Senator McCarthy from 
the Senate. As I shall show today, he himself has created for himself 


not only a re ord oO} rrespons ibility but one of tack of Integrity and 
of character, 

Is It not 1 part ot ow qutyvy as Sel to} fo ¢ courage 1 i] 
for the Senate the standards of morality and just 
proudly to proclaim to the world as rey tive of tl est qualit 
ot oun country ¢ 

| submit that the failure of anv Senator t eL a ten st dard of 
morality is not the failure of a man alone In the eves of the 0 
WIst! failure of a ito} Thi the que tion of standar Ot il 
ter for a Senator cannot be deemed an { of merely local conce1 


] ld concern 
Che] i here this mo no thus not merely the e of the 
moral conduct of a single Senater. It is the mighty symbolism of 
Senate itself. If your committee, with its high re por sibilities, tol 
erates corruptibility and mendacity ina United States Senator, sha 


a 
= 


is brought toa whole peopl Such toleration undermines on 
scale the capacity for leadership of tha p ople na world desperately 
requiring their leadership. 

Senate Resolution Sv, which vou are considering this morning 


and whl h i sul mitted on Luu u Ba quotes certamn pal igrapis deal 
ino with Senator MeCarthy’s actions during the 1950 senatorial el 


Toh Wn Marvland i reported tothe Senate Dv vour committee Yo 
] : ¢ l I ] 

report SHOW t it Senntol Vic arthv was deel ly volved } ictio 

] . } j as : 
described as a “despicable back-street campatlen. These were actiol 

} } \ }* } } +e ] lay : } 99 ] } } } 
which your committee vigorousiv qenounced.’ at | which led your 
1} } ] | os | 6s } ; 

committee to call for leg Station Which would make acts of detama 

} } } 1 } iv" 1 . 4 ’ 
tion. Slander, and libel sufficient eround for presentment to the Senate 
. . . : ; 3 
for the PUPPOSse oT declaring? a Senate sent Vi nt. 

I 

» ] - ! } > 
Senate Resolution 187 asks that the Rules Committee 
make such furthet nvest nF it} respect | t he yet CIPATION of SOT 
Joseph R. MeCart! n the 1950 senatorial campaign of Senator John M 
Butler and such investigation with respect to his other acts sinee his ectiol 
the Senate as may be appropriate to enable such con tee to dete hie 
orl S ild tiate action W l i Vie towial the expu ll ( 1 the I ‘ 
States Senate of the suid Ne Ved f 
t } 
iV presentation today \ | prove to l. I hoy that ve ll | 

at once launch the further mvestigation « itled for by this resolution 


a more extended n vestigation L subn it to the comMn 

have proved Inv point. I of course am pers ded that my own test 
mo} \ ot this morning will deve i¢ » To} Vi ue ali ple evidence to show 
that Senator McCa 1] | 

your comimttee Wil 
ranted but imperative. 


Perhap C may prove helpful to this comuittee if | how make cle il 





what I shall not attempt to do at this hearn & tod Ly. 

{ I lI raise ho question abo if the issue ot CONGTEeSSIOI al nom 
or about present efforts to put curbs upon it or to ce velop met od 
for | e protects 1. of those whe suffer from the reckl md 


sible assa ilts upon their rep tagtious which CO) CTeSslOl il mmunity 
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makes possible. In support of congressional immunity the Consti- 
tution provides that Senators and Representatives “shall not be ques- 
tioned in any other place” for what they say. The clear intent of 
the Constitution is that Senators should be accountable to the Senate. 
That is what I propose today; to call Senator McCarthy to account 
before his fellow Senators 

Next, I shall not this morning—nor would I at any time—ques- 
tion the absolute freedom of any Senator to ese to the Senate any 
facts he believes to be true, to express any opinion he elects to hold; 
or to advance any interpretation of fact. or opinion he chooses to 
make. I state this categorically and at once to make clear that today 
we are not discussing any issue involving freedom of speech or debate 
for Senators or for anyone else. t 

Next, I shall not today attempt to appraise the total record and back- 
ground of Senator McCarthy, even though a review of his actions be- 
fore he became a Senator would prove most germane, in my opinion, 
to the deliberations of your committee. You may decide to extend 
your inquiry into the record of Joseph R. McCarthy in the years prior 
to his entrance into the United States Senate. This record of the ear- 
her roots of the pattern of conduct I shall outline: this morning can 
help illumine and explain his actions as a United States Senator. As 
the members of the committee must know, many unusual claims and 
charges have been published which support the thesis that Senator 
MecCarthy’s is a pattern of conduct sustained over a period of many 
years, and repeated again and again, rather than merely a series of 
events between 1947 to 1951. 

Finally, I shall not try to cover many events, during Senator Me- 
Carthy’s 4% vears in the Senate, which have been brought to my at- 
tention and which would, it seems to me, further prove the ease I shall 
develop this morning. I shall seek only to advance enough examples of 
Senator M« ne conduct so that the pattern 1s cryst: al clear, 
for all to see 

Kreedom to lie is not a freedom which membership in the United 
States Senate confers upon any man; nor does membership confer the 
freedom to commit unethical acts ot any kind. 

My evidence today will, I hope, help your committee find the 
answers to pertinent questions as to whether Senator McCarthy has 
borne false witness and as to whether he has delibe rately and re- 
peatedly corrupted and subverted facts. It will help you determine 
whether he has committed perjury and whether A has practiced 

ealeulated deceit and falsehood on both the United States Senate and 
the Ame rican people. Finally it will help you decide whether it 
is incumbent upon you to make a further investigation as to whether his 
conduct as a United States Senator has been in such gross violation 
of senatorial ethics—-both the express and implied ‘obligations of 
office for a Senator—and whether also his conduct has so gravely re- 
flected on the integrity of the Senate itself that he should now and 
forthwith be called to account. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall submit a group of case studies, 10 in all, to 
help ne the general charges | have just made. All my case 
studies are of the same general pattern. At the request of the press 
I ask you now to turn to page 56. Here I have listed these 10, a quick 
summary of them as a conclusion of my report. I could just as well 
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have listed them as an index, and so [ shall give the 10 at this point 
a quick preview instead of a summary. 

Senator Henprickson. What page is that? 

Senator Benton. Page 56. Here you have a sentence or two sum- 
ary of each one of my 10 case stories. 

Senator GILLetrer. It is your desire to do that? 

Senator Benton. Yes, sit 

Senator Guterrer. All right, proceed. 

Senator Benron. All these 10 cases, of course, fit into my general 
charges against Senator McCarthy of perjury and deception of the 
Senute, and, throug! his role as a Senator, of deception of the Amer- 

ican people. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator GiuLerre. Senator Hendrickson. 

Senator Henprickson. Where is there any formal charge of perjury 
in the case of Mr. Surine? I assume that is the gentleman to whom 
you refer. 

Senator Benron. I document the Surine charge, Mr. Chairman, in 
my case No. 10, which I would rather take in order, if T may. 

Senator Henprickson. I am just asking whether there has been a 
formal charge of any kind of perjury 4 

Senator Benron. A formal charge’ Perhaps I do not understand 
the word “formal,” Mr. Chairman. 

Senator HeENNines. You mean a charge filed in court, I take 

Senator Henprickson. That is right. 

Senator Br NTON, No. not to ri knowle« lo eS. If that ls implied 
my quick summary, I did not mean to imply it 

Senator HENDRICKSON, Z wanted to « lear the record on that. 

Senator Benron. Mr. Chairman, I shall now start with my case 
No. 1. the charge of perjury, This grows out of the investigation last 
year by the Tydings subcommittee of the Foreign Relations Com 
mittee. In my judgment, if some of the members of that subcom 
mittee had sensed the full import of Senator McCarthy's pattern of 
conduct whi h | shall cles ribe today, an id if t they had then realized its 


t 


n 


dangerous lmiplications hot only domestically but throughout the 
world, they would have overcome their natural sensitivity and relue 
tance to make the charge of perjury against a fellow Senator and 
would have set forth in their report the evidence I shall now place 
before Vou. 
se No. 1: I submit the following as exhibit A: A photostat of a 

sworn statement of James KE. Whitaker, who was news editor of radio 
tation WWVQA of Wheeling, W. Va.. on the nieht of February 9. 
1950, and who made the following sworn statement on April 25, 1950. 

(The document above referred to will be found in the files of the 
subcommittee. ) 

Senator Benton. In this sworn statement Mr. Whitaker says that 
on the 9th of February 1950, at the Hotel McLure in Wheeling, over 
radio station WWVA, Senator McCarthy said: 


And ladies and gentlemen, while I cannot take the time to name all the men 
n the State Department who have been named as active members of the Com 
munist Party and members of a spy ring, I have here in my hand a list of 205 
a list of names that were made known to the Secretary of State as being members 
of the Communist Party and who nevertheless are still working and shaping 
policy in the State Department 
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Mr. Whitaker’s statement @ives the ¢ nnplete text of Senator Me- 
Carthy’s speech, including the passage i have quoted. This is very 
Important, Mr. Chairman. Here is the complete text initialed page 
DY pave by Mr. Whitaker atin h “¢| LO this athidavit. 

Mr. Whitaker states that he was present in the room when Sen 


ator M 4 arthy wave tiie speech, Herr Is the openlhe part of Mr. 


As news editor of radio station WWVA I was in charge of the tape recording 
of Senator Joseph MeCarthy’s speech at the Hotel McLure, Wheeling, W. Va., 


ou February 9, 1950 At the hotel I followed the prepared script as I listened 
; ins L.4 } | { 
Just as we see this man at my right follow ne my prepared statement 


I certify that the delivered speech, as recorded by me, and on that evening 
broadcast by the Station WWVA wus in the same form as the attached photo 


state of the prepare v\ the « ( rf mn ¢ the usunl added connecti 
phrases and the addit n or deletio of uch words as “a’s”’: and “‘and’s” and 
“the’s” which to my thinking did .not materially change the meaning of the 
text 

I have initialed each page of the attached photostatic copy of Senator Me- 
Carthy’s speech 


Now. Mir. ( ha rma! | lay b rore Vou the committee exhibit B: 
The sworn statement of Paul A. M vers, program director of radio 
stutiol Wwy\ A. who sweual that on February De LODO, over radio 
station WWV A, Senator McCarthy made this statement: 

(The document above referred to will be found in tl 


Lie files of the 


1 
subcommittee. ) 


“\ tor Benron (reading) 
And ladies and gentlemen, while I cannot take the time to name all the men 
the Stal DD puirtimne ho have been named as active members of the Com 
Party and members of a spy ring, I have here in my hand a list of 205 
of names that were made known to the Secretary of State as being members 
rhe ¢ Part dy ( t ] ( il i W king dos pine 
\ l _ Dey rime? 


l the attached 13-page speech 
ript before was delivered by Senator Joseph McCarthy on February 9, 1950 


[ reviewed our tape recording of the delivered speech before WWVA broadcast 


same eveni ind again reviewed it, against the script, on the follow 


ng day I if that the tape recording was the same as the attached script 

! he ex of interpolations and connective words such as ‘“‘a’s” and 
and’s” and “thes” which to n way of thinking did not materially change the 
menning of the text I have nitialed each page of the attached photostatic 


Mr. Chairman, I lay before the Senate committee exhibit 


(The document above referred to will be found in the files of the 


Subconin Lee, ) 

Senator Benron. Exhibit C isan account published in the Wheeling 
Intelligencer, a Republican daily newspaper, of Friday, February 10, 
1950, writte) by rank Desmo id of the paper's statl reporting on 


senator M Carti v's spe eh Ot the night before: 


Referring directly to the State Department, he (McCarthy) declared: “While 
I cannot tak he time to name all of the men in the State Department who have 
been named as members of the Communist Party and members of a spy ring, 
I have here in my hand a list of 205 that were known to the Secretary of State 
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I again remind the chairman that Senator McCarthy was testifying 
under oath at this time. 

Senator Gitterre. Senator, may I interrupt you there. This docu- 
ment which you designate as exhibit D is signed by Edward P. Morgan. 
What is it? “What is the document? 

Senator Benton. Mr. Morgan was counsel to the Tydings com- 
mittee. He was present at the time when Senator McCarthy testified 
under oath, and the document is in the files of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. The committee did not give me the original document, 
but I secured a copy of it. 

Senator Giuterre. Did this counsel for the committee make this 
statement and, if so, for what purpose / 

Senator Benton. Mr. Morgan wrote this memorandum, as I under- 
stand it, dictated immediately after the meeting, as the record of the 
meeting. 

Senator Ginterre. The counsel for the subcommittee made this 
statement ? 

Senator Benton. He dictated this to confirm what happened at the 
hearing. 

Senator Gruterre. Dictated this statement / 

Senator Benton. Yes, on behalf of the committee and at the request 
of the chairman. 

Senator Gittetre. Which purports to be a minute or the minutes 
of the meeting of the subcommittee / 

Senator Benton. I do not know, Mr. Chairman, whether I should 
use the word “minutes.” That word has not been used in identifying 
this document to me, but as I have pointed out—— 

Senator Henning. It is a memorandum. 

Senator Benron. Yes: it is a memorandum confirming Senator 
MeCarthy’s denial under oath that he said there were 205 Commu- 
nists in the State Department known to the Secretary of State. 

Senator Ginterre. But it is not an official document. 

Senator Benron. It is an official document, so it seems to me, be 
cause it was written by the counsel at the request of the chairman and 
then incorporated into the files of the Foreign Relations Committee. 

Senator Giuterre. Do you have any information or any proof that 
it was written, a statement made at the request of the chairman of the 
subcommittee / 

Senator “ae nron. [ have talked to Senator McMahon and to Sena- 
tor Tydings about this meeting, and my staff talked to Mr. Morgan, 
and all three have confirmed the meeting and the writing of this 
memorandum. 

[ am not sure T specifically queried Senator MeMahon as to the 
request of Chairman Tydings to Mr. Morgan to write the memoran- 
dum, but Tam sure [ made this inquiry of the chairman, the inquiry 
which you have just made to me. and the chairman stated to me that 
he had asked Mr. Morgan to make this sworn statement a matter of 
record by immediately dictating this memorandum for Senator 
McCarthy. 

Senator Gitterre. Well, it is the opinion of this chairman that it 
is a very pertinent matter and very important matter, and, of course, 
what evidential value it has this committee will determine, but I 
wanted to identify it not as an official minute of a scheduled meeting 
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of the subcommittee, but if it is as you say in leu of that just a memo- 
randum made voluntarily by the counsel of the committee and not 
an official document. 

Senator Brenron. I do not know whether the request of the chair- 
man was made in front of the committee, or whether it was made 
after the committee meeting privately to the counsel. I did not in 
quire in that detail, Mr. Chairman. I know that I have assumed 
that this is an ofhcial document. 

Senator Giutterre. You have no information as to when it was 
made with reference to the meeting 

Senator Benron. I was told by the chairman that the memorandum 
was dictated immediately following the meeting. Now, whether 
that means that afternoon or the next morning, | do not know. 

I had the impression that the chairman thinks Mr. Morgan went 
rigaht out from the hearing and dictated this. The precise answer 
to your question would have to be determined from testimony by Mr. 
Morgan. 

Senator Monronry. Was there any shorthand transcript made of 
his testimony ¢ 

Senator Benron. No: this was a meetin 
attendance. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman, I take it if the committee is 
interested and if Senator Benton so desires, that Mr. Morgan may at 
some time he brought here in confirmation of this fact and to identify 
this memorandum and the circumstances under which it was made. 

Senator Benron. On this meeting and this document. I have the 
personal confirmation of Senator Tydings and Senator MeMahon and 
one of my associates has the confirmation of Mr Morgan 

l have not felt it suitable for me tot ilk to Senator Lodo about t 


without a secretary 


meeting. This committee rhieaty decide to call the four men who wert 
there with Senator MeCarthy. 
Senator Hennings. Mr. Chairman, as [ understand it, this is in the 


Senator GinLterre. Certainly. 

senator Hy NNINGS, In the nature of what might he termed a evrand 
jury inquiry, and for that reason I believe Senator Hendrickson at 
[ believe for the protection, not only of this Senator, but of all Sena 
tors, that this hearing should be closed. 

Senator Henprickson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hennines. However, if we are going to proceed as the 


nature of a preliminary hearing. 


mittee has determined to proceed, does it make ny ditference at 

me whether certain documents or ex erpts be indentified or sub 
stant inted or not é 

Senator Gitverre. It makes a diiference to the chairman of 1 
subcommittee. 

Senator HENNINGS. Beyond the prima facie statement of this wit 
ness as to their source. 


Now if we are going into the qu sstion of the admissibility of certa 
documents, certain papers, then of course we are opening aut t | 

in Open hearing or a public hearing UpOTL Wan phases ol this ine 
about which other members of the committee might wish to interrogate 
the witness, but 1t was my assumption that this was a preliminary 


statement to be given by this Senator, Senator Benton, and that if the 
committee felt in its best judgment that sufficient prima facie case 
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had been made by his offering here his morning, then there would of 
course be open hearings, and 1 think that L may express the thought 
of Senator He nary cks On in that regard. 

Senator Hien NDRICKSON, You do. indeed, Senator. 

Senator Hrnnineés. Thank you, Senator. 

And that as to the question of the evaluation or the reliability of 
certain evidence, we were not going to go into that this morning. I 
did not mean to undertake to forclose the chairman from his inquiry, 
but there are many matters here which 1 think also might be subject 
tosome further examination and interrogat 1On in this same respect. 

Senator GitLterre. | want the record to show at this time that while 
I ugree entirely with the statement of the Senator from Missouri as 
to the purpose and the scope of this hearing, the witness has called 

tttention and cited a document here in connection with his statement, 
ad the chairman was unable to determine from this statement what 
the document Was. 

I know that the Senator had no desire to foreclose the chairman. 
Neither would the chairman permit the Senator to foreclose him if he 
so desired. Che Senator, for his information, wished to know what 
the document was and asked the question. 

Senator Benron. Manifestly, Mr. Chairman, I thought this was a 
wholly responsible document or 1 would not have submitted it in 
evidence. 

Senator Hennes. I was interrogating the Senator, Mr. Chairman, 
for purposes of determining the procedure in this rather unusual 
and perhaps precedent-setting inquiry. 

Senator GiILLerre. Does the Senator question the right of the chair- 
man to ask the questions that he did 4 

Senator Hennines. Not in the least, Mr. Chairman. I just won 
dered and would like to know whether as we go along we should con- 
tinkie CO interrogate as tot he force and etfect and source and the hature, 
in terms of evidentiary value, of the various exhibits which have been 
olfered. 

Senator Benton. I donot have many exhibits. 

Senator Gitterre. All right, proceed, Senator. 

Senator Benron. I have assumed, as has Senator Hennings, that 
this may prove to be a preliminary L sasluae: and that the committee 
may seek to develop further exhibits in much greater detail. I do not 
have the staff of the Department of Justice at my disposal, nor do I 
have the persol al stat! of some Senators, and I have not had the 
chance to develop as much documentation of this case as the committee 
may decide is indicated. 

In its consideration of exhibit D, I again ask the committee to bear 
in mind that Senator McCarthy was testifying under oath. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, please note 
that, as intrinsic parts of exhibits A and B—the affidavits which I 
have presented from the two radio officials—are the typewritten text 
of the speech which Senator Me ‘arthy or his representative gave to 
the radio officials and the press before de oe y of the speec th. As all 
of us know, it isc ustomary to eive out in advance exact texts so that 
the press will be able to use the verbatim quotations. 

It is true that a man can give out to the press the text of a speech 
W hich he later dloes hot make or alters in delivery. But in this case Wwe 
have a long speech, 13 pages long, which was given out in advance 
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and the full text of which, and the key = agraphs of which, the two 
wWiiomen swear they heard Senator Mi arth lelive rs; vet senator 
Met ‘arthy categorically denies he made the state ments Ww hich the two 
radiomen later swore thev heard him make, and which were further 
reported inthe press. 

Now IL feel compelled to repeat that a charge that there are “205 
Communists in the State Department known to aoe rsecret: of 
State” is one of the most sensational in America’s entire his story. 
Once stated from a public platform by a United Sait eenator, 1t 18 
not a statement to be forgotten—certainly not within a few hours or 
davs oreven weeks 01 months. ; 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that in the foregoing exhibits a prima facie 
‘ase ot perjury is made out. I suggest that this committee 7 
the two radio officials from Station WWVA. It may also wish to 
ummon Mr. Frank Desmond, the newspaper reporter, 

I further suggest that your committee invite Senators MeMal 
ind Lodge, former Senator Tydings, and Mr. Morgan, to verity ft 
recuracy ot Mr Morgan’ s record of Senator MecCart! v's formal de 
nial, under oath, that he actually said what the aflidavits—exhibits A 
ind B iflirm that he said. 

If the two West Virginia radiomen are ealled, and reaflirm their 
sworn testimony, the committee must either believe that they ire col 
mitting perjury when they say Senator McCarthy actually made 
statement they attribute to him, or that Senator Me irthy Is com 
mittin g perjury when he savs he did not make the statement 


| } e pointed ¢ t supporting ey hatte: whiecl iccolmpanies ti r 
SWOrhk TesStImMonv: he POssesslol by them of the act ial type Writte 
peech which Senator McCarthy handed to them: and the story i 

ae he Intell ence] by Mr Desmor i \ htere ( 
Mr. Chairman, where would these three me ive made up 

Nn 7 Wier would Desmond have ever heard of the 203, beca 
was repeatedly used subsequently by Senator McCarthy it 
texts, a 1 shall submit later. in his own recorded interview recently 
! ublished 3 or 4 weeks ago in the United State News, 

But there is also much other evidence which seems to me t 
tantiate these sworn tatements and to indi perjury beto 
sel te con ttee by eenator Nl ( irthy. Let me now te se 
portal porting evict ( 

Mr. ¢ nan, | do not know whether my } ( pport \ 

nee the meht phrase, and 1f it 1s not, I] want to modify it \\ 
| mean by tl phra s evidence at a les level tha ( 

hdavits, but evidene W eh PMS TO me oO support a i} iy 

On Fel ry . 1950, 11 days after Senator MeCarthy s} ( 
Wheeling, and after neers colloquies on the Senate floor as to « 

\ what ne had said 1 Wheeling. ul follov Wie t | enatio il fi ro?! 
reated by his ¢] larges, Senator MeCarth v read into the Cor ort 
Reeord what he alleged was the identical peech that 

V1} eling ‘ul d wi oy he | heen br ad ‘ast on Luo {>} ovel 

on WWVA 

The text of the speech Senator MeCarthy read to the ¢ 

onnil Record is the same a ihe text of the copy oT 1 Der 
0 the radio and nre t Wheeline. with ¢t exi ( 1 | 
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First, there are minor additions, and several paragraphs omitted 
in the Congressional Record version. Second—and most impor- 
tantly—there are substantial differences in the crucial paragraph 
which produced so much national excitement—the paragraph dealing 
with the 205 Communists in the State Department allegedly known 
to the Secretary of State. 

May I now ask the committee: How can one account for the fact 
the documents are in all important particulars the same, except for 
a few minor changes and omissions and except for this key para- 
graph? Is there not a manifest presumption that the crucial para- 
eraph was deliberately « hanged? Does not such a change involve de 
eeit and fraud upon the United States Senate and thus upon the 


people of our Nation? Is not this fact made more manifest because 


Senator McCarthy had been challenged on the floor by other Senators 
to repeat exXa tly What he had said al Wheeling in respect to this 


Further, Mr. Chairman, and this further supporting evidence I 
submit is most relevant to the charge of deceit and fraud—when Sen 
iLO} MeCarthy on Febru Urry Zu read into the ( ongressional Record 


what he alleged was the text of his speech at Wheeling on February 9, 


ed during his reading the following remark: 


I might sav for the benefit of the Senator from Tllinois that what I am read- 


g was taken from a recording of the speech I did not use a written speech 


Mr. Cha rian, and member rs of the committee, please note this 


laim, “I did not use a written speech.” Yet the radiomen from 
Wheeling have subnitted a typewritten text which parallels Senator 
MeCarthwy’s own version, which he read into the Record 11 days later, 
with the exception of the major change I have emphasized and cer- 
tain) or changes, and they have further attested to it as the speech 
actually delivered. 

Mr. Chairman, one question which arises is this: What happened 
to 1 broadeasting station’s tape recording of Senator MeCarthy’s 


Wheeling speech, which he says in the above quotation that he had and 
rom white h he took the speech which he read in the Senate / 

Il have been advised that it was destroyed, as a recording, shortly 
after it was used and reviewed by the station. This need not be sur 
prising or sinister; such tapes are often erased and reused. It should 
be easy for this committee to query the station on this point. I have 
also been advised that Senator McCarthy telephoned the station and 
was told the recording had been destroyed. Does this phone call 
indicate a desire to cover his tracks before he altered the key state 
ments ¢ 

Now please note this other claim in the interpolations by Senator 
McCarthy in his speech of February 20: “What I am reading was 
taken from a recording of the speech”. Now, Mr. Chairman, I again 
repeat that it has been reported to me that the radio station stated 
that the recording had been destroyed. 

renator Gil LETTE. The record wil] be made as the withess desires. 

Senator Benton. If Senator McCarthy had the recording what did 
he do withit? Where isit’ Ihope your committee will ask him. But 
if he had it on February 20. why didn’t he play it? That would have 
settled the whole matter of what he said in Wheeling once and for 
all and for everybody. 
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/ 


Why didn’t he call the press in and let the reporters listen to 1 
Senator MeCarthy is not without experience at press conferences, and 
that is all he had to do to settle the whole controversy, just eall u 
the reporters andl play the record which he says he had. 

Why didn’t he let the press listen to it / | repeat that this won 


have immed ately settled the controversy. Why would he fail to t 
this dramatic way to prove his point if he had the recording‘ Ag 
| ask this committee this Morning -if Senator MeeCarthy had Tre 
cording, it is hkely that, in view of his flair for publi t\ and pre 
aganda, he would have failed to capitalize upon it / 
I submit that there is evidence here that Senator MeCart 
have used the written text to cuide his insertio1 n the Re ra, a 
written text which he altered while the record Y had unhappy) 
heen destroved. Here in this incident, Mr. Chairman, is evicd 
whi h Is hard to reyect for the charge that Senatol Vic art 
lib rately Lees ved the se] L¢ hout this 1) (| } teat T¢ | 
I shall not quote to th ommittee S or Met ’s ele 
iv-later version of the pertinent passage Ot }) it W 
I hay v hand 57 s of individ \ \ ny he ¢ 
’ ! ! or I ‘ he ¢ | 
heless are still helpin hape ¢ re ) 


Note, please, that in his February 280 Congressional Record versio1 


the | hrase “active members of the Communist P mtv and mel ©] 
of asp) ring” has become “individuals who would appear to be eit 

. ° , . : 
eard-earrving members or certainly loval to the Commi t Party 


Note. please, that 205 has become 57. Not js ple ise, the disappeara 
of the phrase “a list of names that were known to the S ereta \ 
State as be Ine members of the ¢ ‘ommunist Party ha? 

I ask the committee to keep ini nad for a mie eht the rhbih ye 
and changes as I now introduce 
Né Ws & World Report of September 


a Copy of the macuzine, U s 
4. tor. 
I don’t eem to have the copy of the magazine her | 
t later. But I have here in my presentation the quotations from 
Nine pages of this issue are fiven to an intervie with Senator 
MeCarthy, in which Senator McCarthy answered specific que 
I now quote this passage ° 


Question. Senator, there was, weve heard, a great den f k 

anging your numbers What is your explanation for t t—20 G 
one peech up in West Virginia, and then S81 

Answer (by Senator MeCarthy). Up in West Virgin we read to the andis 


a letter written by Jimmy Byrnes the then Secretary of State, to Congressn 


Sabath, in which he said that out of the 3,000 employees screened—employees whi 
were being transferred from other departments into the State Department 
they found 284 unfit for Government service He said of the 284 we dischat 
7%, leaving a total of 205 

Here, Mr. Chairman, we have the 205 figure, and in Senator MeCan 
thy’s own interview in the U.S. News only a month or so ago. 
i}Continuing reading from interview in United States Review 


That night I called upon (Secretary of State) Acheson and the President 

us Where those 205 were, why they kept them in if the President's own b 
says they were unfit for service. I sent to the President a ire the next d 
and asked that he call Acheson in and get the names of the BOS, tin 
where they are, what department they are working in, and I said, I have 
names of 57 ' ' ' 


Question. This is in your speech? 
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Answer, This is in the speech The names of 57 who are either members of 
the party—I may have used the word “ecard carrying’-—I don’t know, I used the 
term interchangeably—either members of the party or certainly loyal to the 
party Now, a great to-do was made about that. You may recall, Tydings got 
on the Senate floor and made his tinal report, and said: “I have in my hand a 
recording of the West Virginia speech that shows McCarthy is a liar. It shows 
that he actually said that he had the names of 205." Then he said that “Me 


Carthy changed it the next day.” 


Mr. Chairman. I now ask this committee to consider whether this 
interview in U.S. News & World Report, in which Senator McCarthy 
admits ope nly- and indeed seems to boast that he used the figure 
205 at Wheeling, and even states that he may have used the expression 
“card-carrying Communists,” is not in itself and all by itself an admis- 
sion that (a) he lied under oath to the Tydings committee ind (b) 
that he practiced fraud when he introduced into the Congressional 
Record, as a verbatim account of his Wheeling speech, and after the 
issue about the actual figures had ve ‘n raised repeatedly on the floor 
of the Senate, a text which contradicted the text of his Wheeling 
speech released in advance of delivery to the radio and press, 

The membe I's of this committee should he reminded that such an 
interview in U.S. News & World Report is what can perhaps best be 
lled a cal ulated interview. lt isa revie wed, rewritten, anc l re inter 
preted interview. Thus it has far more validity than the normal and 
casual interview with reporters. It has the validity of the text of a 
prepared speech. In a box accompanying both Senator MeCarthy’s 


and my own parallel interviews, which ees together in U.S. 
News W World Report, the editors Lol ld the ir eade I's th; ul they had 
viven both to Senator MeCarthy and me the eaueeii ts aed of our 


mrerview fol wmv correction ar revision we wished lo make. Thus 


here should be little likelihood of error in the quotations I’ve just 
given you from Senator MeCarthy 

Mr. Chairman, note that in the interview in U. on ws & World 
Report Senator McCarthy savs he read to the Wheel ie ei 
vucdience a letter from Secretary Byrnes to Congressman Sabath 
whicl expla ns the 205 figure. You will not find any such reference 
he speech attested by the Wheeling radio officials: for that matter 
vou will not find it in the text of Senator MeCarthy’s own version of 


the <pee nthe (4 ongressional Record. 
Mr. Chairman, [I shall now further point up what T have called 
ase No. 1—the charge of perjury—with comment upon another 


statement from this calculated interview, a statement also con- 
tained in the few paragraphs lve just read you. Here again in this 
statement is powerful up yporting evidence. In it Senator McCarthy 
li ak os ClTHATK ible HaUMLISSLON ~ nia have used the word ‘card 


Mr. Chairman. I submit that the evidence which I am about to 


pre t further supports the affidavits of the Wheeling radiomen. 
Ii : | iovest that it seems ipo sible for Senator MeCarthy not 
to kno whether he used the word “ecard carrying.” Secondly, I 
submit that se of this phrase. and his other statements on the very 
lav after ! Wheel noe pee hi Salt Lake ¢ it\ is supporting eVi- 

nee for e radiomen’s affidavits dealing with his speech of the 
hight Herore 

I s| l nov piayv to the committee a phonograph record of Senator 
MeCarthv’s own voice giving a radio interview in Salt Lake City, 
Utah, on February 10, 1950, 1 day following his Wheeling speech. 
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(At this point the phonograph record referred to above was played.) 
senator BENTON. Mr. ¢ hairman, L had forgotten that comment 
about 1952 in that broadcast to which we've just listened. ‘This seems 
nteresting in view of the charges on the front pages of the papers 


this morn Oo, ana pertinent dealing with the colloquy between Se 
r Fulbright and Senator MeCarthy yesterday. 
os wor GALLLETTI Let me hnterrupl vou, Senator Benton. Phe r'¢ 


porter states that he was not able to get that record ne in the reco! 


Is it the desire of the subcommittee that any more steps be taken t 
rporate it 11 the record ¢ 
senator SMITH. It is not in the record now ¢ 
1) } 
PFennutor NDENTON, | present the recording for the res ra. a +} ex 
] 
mot Ana I \ ot the reps t¢ isten tow and 1 ae | } riyt i 
I 
| ord ¢ 
C rl a ] { 
. Or ArTILLETYTI i committec W I rie cle QO! ( nA 
> 
sel tor benton vid they mer 12 1n the record t could be plave 
i } 
} vr’ LOWLY wa Cie repo fer can vet | the recor i t ( 
t*t { it t 
a } l n a) Yow | ) j ( } ( l = ( 
n1 ' 
Vict ) Old i ¢ ) ] | 
\ Lt \1 | 
Nic | i ht J s I ( - e 7) ‘ 
I ‘ 1 thy Fier 4 a I rie ( ( nut 
| a ) \ 1 ~~ é Le ‘ I I 
vy ¢ \ i é “i ' I wal oO 
I “¢ t \ sl I \ 1 | 
I ad } 1 } ( } 
] } } | | 
ly j PVE ) wd er | ‘ | < 
a ( ( I ) 
“ ! ‘ ] 1 
aa ! Ole l lie i? l ! 
he @? f ny nit hes e Dey é N\ 
hil hi { tH ! # Vn ( vhol 
‘ 1 « i 1 } { } 1 | ‘ 
? \ } } ti h a } I) } > ‘ 
} ‘ | ese D7 e coneerned, w vive the I 
i lilt I hn to new Inst i Vil | 
Il it t¢ | propel rr'¢ ia ] é r ¢ we lI 
ad t <« } 1) 
| er Wo! . ! Se etary of S e Dea (cheson w 
the Hotel Utal night in Salt Lake City [+ ( i 
] ild give hi 7, Dame wtual ecard-enri vy ( I I 
e D i nt « he United States ctu card-carrying Communis 
Loe N ( Dan, but 1 w n « clitic LD). Valentine I dor 
1’ { | hat itt t} veil of sé va low th ngressic 
ttee to know abo the communistie activities and di valty I } 
I tment 
Ls VALENTI We Iam just a comm man out here in Salt Lake City 
1 family and n and a job You mea » STLY er 
7 Comm ts our State Department that direct or control our State Depart 


I e the names of 57 

1) \ INE, There least 57 

VIcC at I don’t claim to be any FBT or anything: so, when I } 
nay of 57, you can be right well sure there are a t mo Incident 


the President’s own Loyalty Board gave this Mr. Acheson, the Secretary of Stat 


the names of 285 out of 1 small batch that they screened rhey sai t) 
men are bad risks; you shouldn’t have them in the State Department; and 
I 28; 7 of those are st n th Stat Ly irtme And le mit n 
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also, Dan: While I would like to take credit for digging up this information 
and exposing it, actually the House Un-American Activities Committee has done 
practically all of this work. I have many other sources of information also, 
some of them from right within the State Department. I might say that there 
are some very fine men in the State Department. If there were not, 1 would 
not be able to have these names tonight. 

From the foregoing, you will note that Senator McCarthy replied 
to the commentator: 


Well, Dan, I don’t want to indicate there are only 57. I say I have the names 


of OG. 
Senator McCarthy also said: 


Now, I want to tell the Secretary of State this: If he wants to call me tonight 
at the Utah Hotel, I will be glad to give him the names of those 57 card-carrying 
Communists 

Note in particular the last paragraph in the text I have quoted from 
the broadcast. Remember this is only 1 day after Wheeling. 

In this last paragraph, Mr. Chairman, he refers to the 283, and he 
gets down to 207, and I submit that this is supporting evidence of 
the use of these figures which the affidavits show were 205 and which 
10 or 11 days later he drops out of the speech as inserted in the Record. 

I call to the attention of this committee that in the face of these 
statements by Senator McCarthy which you have just heard on this 
radio recording, recorded just 1 night after his Wheeling speech 
these sensational statements widely discussed and publicized all over 
the world—Senator McCarthy blandly asserts in the U. S. News & 
World Report interview, which was subject to his review and correc- 
tion, that he does not remember whether he used the phrase “card- 
carrying Communists” or not. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress has frequently brought contempt and libel 
proceedings against witnesses who have appeared before its commit 
tee. I have submitted to you this morning much direct evidence and 
much supporting evidence that a Member of the United States Senate 
rests under the cloud of suspicion of perjury. What should your com 
mittee now do about it? Certainly the Congress should not be able 
to bring witnesses to trial for perjury—witnesses who are not Mem 
bers of the Senate—if it is to refuse to bring one of its own Members 
to book who stands under an indictment of having committed perjury 
himself, 

Mr. Chairman, before I conclude this section of my testimony, which 
I have called my case No. L. I should like to make one further point. 

To further show the deceit practiced by Senator McCarthy upon 
the United States Senate and the people of the United States, I cite 
the following: 

On September 6, 1950, there was approved an act by the Eighty 
first Congress, Public Law 759, which states in part: 

No part of any appropriation contained in this or any other Act * * * 
shall be used to pay the salary or wages of any person * * * who advocates, 
or is a member of an organization that advocates, the overthrow of the Govern 
ment of the United States by force or violence. 

Further, the act declares: 

Any person who * * * advocates, or who is a member of an organization 
that advocates, the overthrow of the Government of the United States by force 
or violence, and accepts employment, the salary or wages of which are paid 
from any appropriation or funds contained in this or any other Act, shall be 
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cuilty of a felony, and, upon conviction, shall be fined not more than $1,000 o1 
imprisoned for more than one year, or both: Provided further, That the above 
penalty clause shall be in addition to and not in substitution for any other pro- 
vision of existing law. 

The laws -~ provide that it shall be a felony for any person _ 
“seek, accept, or hold any nonelective office or emp oyment under the 
United Siaida, or to conceal or fail to disclose the fact that he is a 
member of such siaioaiians” (as the Communist Party). 

I have shown that at various times Senator McCarthy has stated he 
had evidence that Communists were employed in the State Depart 
ment. The radio broadeast I pli aved for you is a good example of this. 

Now, as the law makes clear, if Senator McCarthy ever actually had 
the names of 57 or even of 1 card-carrying Communist in the State 
Department, all he would have had to do to get the man fired, fined, 
and thrown in jail as a felon, if Senator McCarthy's evidence were 
valid, would be to present his case to any United States grand jury. 
He has not offered to do so. The fact that Senator MeCarthy does not 
seek to bring the guilty to punishment in this simple and direct man 
ner provided by law would seem to make it abundantly apparent that 
he does not have the evidence to make good his charges, and thus that 
he has carried ona campaign of be oc senna 

Mr. Chairman, I have now concluded my case No. 1. T submit that, 
if the material presented to your committee tl far dealing with the 
perjury charge were the only evidence I had to submit this morning, 
| believe I have demonstrated that your committee should hold fur 
ther hearings. To me, in this case as in the others I shall now present 
to your committee, Senator McCarthy shows himself a calculating 
dispenser of false and perverted information. 

If your committee, upon investigation, decides that Senator Me- 

arthy has committed perjury, I assume it will bring the facts to the 
attention of the proper authorities for prosecution in the courts. I 
concede cheerfully that, if this is done, mv resolution asking for his 
expulsion from this body becomes somewhat academic. After all, a 
Senator in jail, for all prac tical purposes, has been e xpe Hed. 

Case No.2: Mr. Chairman, my second exam ple raises a question of 
nother most ser lous breach of senatorial integer iIt\ that of accepting 

nfluence money. 

This is the ease of Senator Met ‘arthy’s relation to the Lustron (¢ ‘orp. 
of Columbus, Ohio. 

This corporation was organized following World War IT to produce 
prefabricated houses. Loans from the Reconstruction Finance Cor 
poration kept the company going until last year when it was declared 
bankrupt. 

In 1947 Congress established a Joint Committee on Housing com- 
posed of Members of both the House and Senate. Senator McCarthy, 
membe reat that time of the Senate Banking and Curreney Com 

nittee, was ap pointed to this joint committee, and prese ntly secured 
the vice-chairmanship of the committee. Later “shy served as acting 
chairman. It was the job of his committee to study Sta and to 
make recommendations to Congress on how to develop housing in the 
lnited States. The committee’s field of study included, of course, 
prefabricated housing. I’m told that the committee held hearings on 
housing in 30 communities during the fall of 1947. 


INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


bo 
fom 


foward the end of 1948 or early in 1949, the Lustron Corp. pub 
lished a 94-page booklet entitled “How To Own Your Own Home 
Now.” \pproximately one third of the booklet isa 7.000 word article 
ent tlec “Was ted: A Dollar's Worth ot Llousing for Kvery Dollar 

for which Senator Mc¢ arthy later openly took responsibility 


Spent 
. } > } 1} } } 
} Congressional Record. The eover of the booklet states 
‘) 
S on I t} ed by Unite State Senator J 
Not \\ ! t ( l t h re I nd nves ZatTION aS VI1C¢ 
( itte ( Ee sing 
\| } Te til il iivert } 
| ) Tye i re rT i ( Hoven a 
1 ] } 
( ) } ’ atTtel SOM @ roversy find Ll el) about the 
~ VieCarthy } } ed 1 (000-word art le from the 
I> Q 174 “ } 
‘ R p. AAT He precedk 
} 
oO ) 
1 iy o Ay 
I 
! \V ) 
{ ! 1) r Sner etl witl st 
OOK kt ‘ ‘ f! in 
v 
\ i \ 


' ; s . : 
all that in the hearings ve 


Ba ind Curreney Committee in January and 


~ } ‘ 
( 1S Vear, O tne Defense Housin: Act, certa hh question 
. 
it I Luis ron bpookiet, I shall read a few questiol 
( i the charge that Senator MeCarthy did not 
} y . 1 ‘ — 
’ ord article titled “Wanted: A Dollar’s Wort! 
l ) kk \ 1) ! Spe 1 ? 
i ~ Live ora ot the committee hearings on page 
‘ 
\! ‘ 
{ I ’ T 
QO] e CIO Nat il Hous ry Co l ttee 
| \ ro dai \ g ni s to h 
he S ( ) 1 W ‘ sen 
i | ' } ( t) ‘ } l 
( M l nik { li¢ vou gz ‘ s e nam ‘ ot 
_ e REC ne ( nvolve 
G t il rt 1, s nd sena Ww: lo 
R ( 
( 4 \ is that 
G \ | if eme wis written by the Housing Avgeney + * s 
i ( MAN. VW ! Housing and Home Finance Agency 
Mr. G .. The H ng and Home Finance Agency 
| ( {AIRM N \ ho ¢ dt it n that Avenev? 
Mr. G fhe information office wrote this booklet and transmitted 
ese Met thy 


A letter from Mr. Raymond M. Foley, Administrator of the Hous 
ng and Home Finance Agency, is contained in the hearings follow 
The communication indicates that the 


ig the article. Mr 


rie il er ximan test mony. 
Agency admits it had a major hand in preparing 


ko \ ] l part ] id hg 
se Mi I issigned a member of his staff, Miss Jean Kerr, to wor 
\ vy assigned a member of the Housing and Hor 


I : ° The assistance 
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vided from time to time by the Housing and Home Finance Agency consisted 
of providing information and data on home-tinancing methods, details on 
Government-iassisted housing programs (including tables on terms, amortization, 
interest rates, etc., on various kinds of mortgages) ; comments and suggestions 
on proposed outlines; answers to specific questions submitted by Miss Kerr, 
and review and correction of drafts submitted by Miss Kerr insofar as they 
involved matters within the general field of the Agency’s responsibility. Work- 
ing material, such as a review of mortgage-financing methods and Federal aid, 
was also furnished as source material for Miss Kerr. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not suggest that it is in any way reprehen- 
sible to secure material from any Government agency. Many Sena- 
tors do that, and I among them. Further, Senators often are willing 
to take responsibility for the material. The important question here 
is the receipt of money from Lustron. In view of Senator McCarthy’s 
role as a member of the Banking and Currene y Committee, his claim 
that he wrote the article—even if he wrote every one of the 7,000 
words—cannot conceivably justify his receipt of money for it. If 
he did n ‘ui write it, the receipt of the money seems only slightly more 
reprehensible. 

On February 28, 1949, Senator McCarthy called a press conference 
for the special purpose of “introducing” P the Lustron booklet. I here 
submit exhibit E, a photostat of the issue of the Milwaukee Journal 
for March 1, 1949, page 10, which includes an account of this press 
conference, 

(The document referred to above is to be found in the files of the 
subcommittee. ) 

Senator McCarthy is quoted as saying his payment for this article 
was “embarr assingly small.” The Milwaukee Journal states he added, 

“Besides, I have sp lit it with 10 people who helped me.” Yet, when 
his 1948 Wisconsin State income-tax return was filed in 1949, he 
revealed he had received $10,000 for writing the article, listed as 
royalties on 100,000 copies at 10 cents a copy. Ll now insert for the 
record exhibit F, a photostatic copy of Senator MeCarthy’s Wiscon- 
sin State income-tax return for the year 1948, which lists this $10,000 
payment. 

| suggest that this may prove of more than passing interest to your 
committee. I am not going to comment on anything but the one 
$10,000 item. 

he income-tax report does not indicate any “split” with anyone, 
nor does it show that he incurred any expense for any assistance in 

riting. When the records of the er i orp. were made pub lic 
during the bankruptcy hearings, a canceled check for $10,000, ‘dated 
November 2, 1948, was found, made out to Senator McCarthy. I now 
submit exhibit G, a photostatic copy of the Lustron check of $10,000 
made out to Senator McCarthy. 

[ suggest that the committee consider the statement by Senator 
McCarthy at his press conference of February 28, 1949; that “10 
people” helped him with the article, in conjunction with the previous 
testimony indicating that he may have had only a small part in 
writing the article, and I suggest that the committee examine both 
these variations in connection with the $10,000 check from Lustron. 

hag ‘ver may be adduced on these several — at issue—and all 
seem to bear on Joseph R. MeCarthy’s record as a United States 
Sastadine it seems incontrovertible that despite the fact that he had 
been acting that year as vice chairman and acting chairman of a 
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Senate subcommittee dealing with housing, and as a member of the 
Banking and Currency Committee, which 1s concerned not only with 
housing but with the RFC, which was the big creditor of the Lustron 
Corp., Senator McCarthy took money from a party at interest. Mr. 
Clyde Foraker, receiver for the Lustron C orp., has described Senator 
MeCarthy’s conduct in selling this manuscript to Lustron as “un- 
ethical.” This act violates any and every code of ethics, no matter 
how lenient, conceivably ap plicable to Senators. All by itself, I submit 
that this act warrants further investigation by } your committee looking 
toward Senator McCarthy’s e xpulsion from the Senate. 

A judge charged to protect the people’s interest cannot serve as an 
employee of a party before the court without warranting disbarment. 

Mr. Chairman, some further dealings of Senator McCarthy with 
Lustron have been brought to hight 1 : other Senate committee heari ings. 

During the hearings on the RFC before the Fulbright subcommittee 
this spring, testimony was given that Senator McCarthy had obtained 
money from Carl G. Strandlund, when he was president of Lustron. 
The testimony indicated that Senator McCarthy had borrowed money 
from Mr. Strandlund at various race tracks—given the Lustron presi 
dent checks to cover his borrowings. Mr. Strandlund, so the testimony 
went, would tear up the checks. Mr. Strandlund has admitted receiv- 
ing a check “toot Senator McCarthy which he tore up: but he stated 
that he tore it up because Senator Me ‘arthy had given him another 
check to cover the first one. 

Mr. Chairman, your committee may decide this aspect of Senator 
Me¢ ertley? s connection with the Lustron case deserves your further 
investigation. How long Senator McCarthy’s financial relations with 
Lustron and its officers continued and when the vy began, is not clear 
rene the following or other testimony, but your committee may decide 

iat this question most urgently comes within the s ‘ope of the investi- 
eter I am advocating to you tod: Ly. 

To guide you, I refer you to testimony dealing with this betting at 
the race tracks on pages 1047-1049, 1056-1057, 1061-1066 of the hear 
ings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Banking and Cur 
reney, Eighty-second Congress, Study of Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, part 2 (the F ulbright subcommittee). On page 1048 in 
the testimony of E. Merl Young appears the following colloquy : 

Mr. Youna. I didn’t know anything about that booklet, Senator. I had nothing 
to do with it whatsoever. I know that day Senator McCarthy did borrow a lot of 
money from Mr. Strandlund. 

Senator FuLsrigutr. How much did he borrow? 

Mr. YouneG. I don’t have any idea. 

Senator FULBRIGHT. Well, would you guess? 

Mr. YounG. Well, no—after the first race he was broke. He bet everything he 
had on the first race, and he was borrowing all day after that How much it 
amounted to, I don’t know. 

Senator FULBRIGHT. Was it as much as $1,000? 

Mr. YounG. I wouldn’t want to say, Senator, because I just don’t know, 

Senator FULBRIGHT. Did he give Mr. Strandlund a check for it? 

Mr. Youne. I think I saw him give him one check or maybe two 

Senator FULBRIGHT. Well, what happened? 

Mr. YounsG. That is as much as I know. Afterward I think Mr. Strandlund 
destroyed the check. He said he usually did that for McCarthy. 

Senator Futrricur. He did? 

Mr. YouNG. Yes, sir. 

Senator FULBRIGHT. In your presence? 

Mr. Youngc. I saw him destroy the checks in my presence; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Chairman, as another example along the same line and the same 
pattern, 1 refer your committee to the hearings of August 1, 1951, 
in bankruptey proceedings in Federal court in Columbus, Ohio, In 
these, Robert Byers, Sr., testified on connections between Senator 
McCarthy and Lustron, including a $500 payment to Senator Me- 
Carthy, as well as on other matters pertaining to the Senator. Mr. 
Byers testified concerning a debt of $5,500 which Senator MeCarthy 
allegedly rah up in) a lice wame W ith his SON, Robert Byers, Jr. Byers 
Senior declared that Senator MeCarthy had never paid the debt. 
Byers, Junior, and Senator McCarthy have told different stories of 
this dice game and the resultant debt. Byers, Senior, also gave the 
following testimony, and this has many mnuendoes and inferences 
your committee may wish to investigate, 


Question (by John 8S, Dunkle, Columbus attorney and trustee in the case) 
Did you have him |Senator McCarthy] write any advertising copy or any book 
lets relative to your housing projects * 

Answer (by Mr. Byers). No, but he and Clark Wideman, the publicity man 
made a deal with me—thbat a part of this hearing? 

Question. We are trying to find out what happened to the assets of these 
companies, 

Answer. Of course, you wouldn't believe it, but this isn’t relevant to any 
assets of the company. It was an asset I thought I would get, but never got 
That is what it amounts to. 

Question. Will you answer the question, please? 

Answer. Well, on your insistence, I will, but I just don’t know the right or 
wrong of it. Will you give me the question again? 


He answered the question upon its being reread : 


Answer. Not directly, but Clark Wideman, an advertising man here working 
with him, wrote a lot of the newspaper publicity and some of our circulars and 
things about our selling proposition and then about that time, they—there was 
something doing with this Lustron ceal here in town, and the first thing I knew, I 
didn’t know what it was all about. I went so fast, I was in Washington, sub 
penaed and down there to testify Lustron, and I made some dern fool state 
nents 

I made a statement that every house Lustron built would cost the American 
taxpayer a million, and they made a lot out of that at the time, and then Clark 
Wideman and—I presume, and I am sure I am right, with Senator MeCarthy’s 
consent, because we discussed it afterward—they were to get a fee somewhere 
$10,000 to $25,000 from Lustron for writing a booklet out there, but with my) 
help, I was to participate in that fee. Of course, I never did, but that was the 
agreement I don’t know whether that answers your question or not 

QJuestion In other words, as I understand your answer, you together with 
Clark Wideman, Senator McCarthy, were grouped together to write advertising 
copy for Lustron, and each of you were to receive a fee from that; is that 
correct ? 

Answer. No, there was to be one fee paid, as I understand it I never talked 
direct to Lustron in my life. The contract with Lustron was made first by 
Wideman and then McCarthy, but the deal was that if they got the deal to do 
that, I was to sit in and advise and help write it and put it over 

Question. And you were to receive compensation for it? 

Answer. It was to be a three-way split. 

Question. Did Mr. McCarthy write any for you-—Senator McCarthy? 

Answer. Only what Clark Wideman wrote, but I think McCarthy helped him 
or told him what to write or something; it was worked together. 


Mr. Chairman, in looking into Senator MeCarthy’s acknowledged 
receipt of $10,000 from Lustron, your committee may decide that the 
foregoing warrants further investigation—if only to determine 
whether Mr. Byers’ testimony casts further light on the writing of th 
Lustron booklet or on other fees which may be unrecorded and which 
may have been paid in connection with Lustron. 
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Mr. Chairman, even my brief summary of a few highlights should 
be sufficient to show that the Lustron story indicates highly repre- 
hensible actions in which Senator McCarthy took a key role. The 
fact that he would take $10,000 from a corporation which was vitally 
concerned in a field in which he carried vital responsibility as a 
legislator—no matter on what pretext the money was taken—makes 
refrigerators and cameras look like very sm: all potatoes for small 
fry. 

In conclusion, on this case, IT ask your committee: Do vou know of 
other Members of the United States Senate who on accept $10,000 
from a corporation under such circumstances? I ask this rhetorical 
question to show that Senator McCarthy is a Senator apart from the 
rest of the Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, as we here today know, it is a high and great 
honor to be a United States Senator. In 1949, when I told President 
Truman that Governor Bowles had talked to me about appointing me, 
he pushed his chair back and suddenly rose from his desk and said 
to me, “Bill, it is the second greatest honor which can come to a man.” 

I submit to the members of this committee today it Senator Mc- 

‘arthy has grossly violated the most elementary code of conduct for 
a justice of the peace—much less for a United States Senator—in his 
relations with the Lustron Corp. 

I suggest that the many Senators in both parties who are seeking to 
root out corruption in Government—Senators who seek to hold up to 
public obloquy those Government officials who have accepted gifts 
from persons who do business with the Government—I suggest that 
they will not wish to tolerate saddling the Senate with a Member who 
has been proved flagrantly guilty and on a big-time scale. The prob- 
lem, of course, is to get this issue before the Senate so that it can be 
understood, and I see no other route to this understanding by the 
Senate except through this committee meeting here today. 

This Lustron case alone, Mr. Chairman and members of this com- 
mittee, seems to me to warrant the further investigation Senate Reso- 
lution 187 asks of your committee. If the facts develop as they seem 
to premnine to develop from what I have presented to you this morning, 
this case alone would then warrant the immediate expulsion of Senator 
Me( mete from the United States Senate. 

Case No. 3: On June 14, 1951, Senator McCarthy delivered on the 
floor of the United States Senate a 65,000 word speech about the then 
secretary of Defense, George C. Marshall. In this speech he accused 
General Marshall of “prevarication” (Congressional Record, 6732 
June 14, 1951), of “falsifying” reports to the President (Congres- 
sional Record, 6722, June 14, 1951), of “conspiracy” (Congressional 
Record, 6754, June ] i. 1951) and many other \ iclous misdeeds. 

After reviewing what he considers General Marshall’s “record” in 
the years since 1942, Senator McCarthy stated : 

What can be made of this unbroken series of decisions and acts contributing 
to the strategy of defeat? They cannot be attributed to incompetence. If 
Marshall were merely stupid, the laws of probability would dictate that part of 
his decisions would serve this country’s interest. If Marshall is innocent of 
guilty intention, how could he be trusted to guide the defense of this country 


further’ We have declined so precipitously in relation to the Soviet Union in 
the last 6 years How much swifter may be our fall into disaster with Marshall 
at the helm? Where will all this stop? That is not a rhetorical question: 


Ours is not a rhetorical danger. Where next will Marshall carry us? It is 
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useless to suppose that his nominal superior will ask him to resign. He cannot 
even dispense with Acheson 

What is the objective of the great conspiracy I think it is clear from what 
has occurred and is now occurring—to diminish the United States in world 
ffairs, to weaken us militarily, to confuse our spirit with talk of surrender it 


the Far East and to impair our will to resist evi To what end To the er 

that we shall be contained, frustrated and finally fall victim to Soviet intrig 

from within and Russian military might from without Is that farfetched 
here have been many examples in history of rich and powerful states whic 
have been corrupted from within, enfeebled and deceived until they were 
inuble to resist uggression (Congressional Record, 6754, June 14, 1951 


In this speech Senator McCarthy says that General Marshall (who 
isthe chief target of this attack) was a membet Ol 
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the country. The United States mission to the U. N. reported that 
United States relations with that organization had been impaired and 
the Acting Secretary-General of the U. N. declared that the morale of 
the employees of the Secretariat had been injured, 

So serious were these chargé sthat the then secretary of State, George 
be Marshall, appointed a committee of three distinguished private 
citizens to investigate Mr. Alexander’s allegation. ‘The committee 
selected were: 

Benjamin M. McKelway, editor of the Washington Star. 

James H. Rowe, Jr., an attorney now in private practice and previ 
ously an Assistant Attorney General and a member of the © ae 
Commission on the Reorganization of the executive Branch of the 
Government. 

Marcellus C. Sheild, clerk of the Appropriations Committee of 
the House of Repre sentatives from 1916 to 1944. 

The special committee obtained testimony from many sources anc 
offered to Mr. Alexander an opportunity to present supporting evi 
dence both orally and in writing. 

After a 4 weeks’ study, the special cotnmittee concluded that there 
was no basis for the charges contained in the testimony given by M1 
Alexander and expressed themselves as “Shocked by the manner i 
which these serious charges were made.” They found the testimony 
irresponsible in its lack of factual support. 

Yet Senator McCarthy twists and turns the truth in his attack upon 


General Marshall. Senator McCarthy declares: 

I wonder whether Senators get the awfulness of that picture. The witness 
Alexander, under oath, says, in effect, Communists are being admitted to the 
United States. Here are their names. Marshall says, “We will take disciplinary 
action against you for telling the people of this country the truth” (Congressiona 


Record, p. 6719, June 14, 1951) 


Incidentally, in view of Alexander's years of service and his record 
in the Department, disciplinary action was limited to a letter of 
reprimand. ) 

Here again in this paragraph we see the deceit which Senator 
Me( arthy pract ced in this speer h. 

Following the pattern of earlier charges, Senator McCarthy aga 
attempted to tie General Marshall to Owen Lattimore. General Mai 
shall had written on April 2? 1950, that he did not recall ever having 
met Mr. Lattimore. Senator McCarthy attempts to prove this false. 
but in dome so he cleal ly subverts the truth. 

Senator Mc( arthy declared : 


a 


In this connection it should be remembered that Millard Tydings, of whité 
wash fame, wrote Marshall about the part that Lattimore had played in the 
formulation of the State Department’s disastrous and treasonable far-easter 
policy. Marshall answered that he had never met Lattimore—apparently had 
never even heard the name. It developed, however, that Lattimore had attended 
a 3-day round table called by the State Department on far-eastern policy. Some 
of these who attended have since pointed out that Lattimore sat next to Marsha 
for 3 days and engaged in a rather constant interchange of ideas with Ma 
shall—another reason why, perhaps, VMI should add a memory-refresher cou! 
to its curriculum (Congressional Record, pp. 6731-6752, June 14, 1951). 

Actually, Ll am informed, this round-table discussion was held 
five sessions covering the 3 davs from October 6 


1949. General Marshall and Mr. Lattimore were present along wit 


1949, to October >. 
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John Ballantine, of the Brookings Institute, John D. Rockefeller II, 
Harold Stassen, and 20 others. General Marshall was not at that time 
secretary of State: he had resigned and was presi nt of the American 
Red Cross. 

General aearenel and Mr. Lattimore did how sit together. The 
Pp art cipan its were seated in alphabetical order and Mr. Lattimon was 
sitting next to Ran unin H. Kizer, of Graves, Kizer & Graves, Spo 
kane, Wash., and Ernest B. MacNaughton, chairman of the board, 
First National Bank, Portland, Oreg. 

Furthermore, the sessions were formal with each participant mak 
ng his statement to the whole group. There was +t if no. time 
for informal discussion of the type Senator McCarthy charges was 
carried on between Mr. Lattimore and General Mars ail. Your com 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, can readily call other participants in this 
round table meeting to find out the truth or the falsity of Senator 
MeCarthy’s charges. I suggest that Senator McCarthy does not 
to have tried to find out. 

Lhe foregoing are but examples of the falsehood and deceit which 
Senator McCarthy carried to the floor of the Senate regarding a great 
al (| hor orable Amel} ical 

L believe that this committee should investigate whether in fact 
Senator McCarthy believes his own incredible statements in this 
speech. If he doesn’t manifestly, here is more ey idence ot his deceit 
and fraud which warrants his expulsion from the Senate. But if he 


See TL 


/ 


does! If he does believe these extraordinary charges, the inquiry of 
this committee could take a very different turn from that which I 
have anticipated. We have had one instance in Senate history of an 
expulsion proceeding against a Senator thought to be of unsound 
m Ae 

No. 4: Mr. Chairman and members of this committee. I do 


not see how the oe quotations can lead to any conclusion — r 


than that Senator Me( arthy pre icticed caleulated deceit on the nit 
bi - of the Senate and the people of the country in a speech on the 
sel e floor on Mare h 30. 1950. (See ( ‘ongressional Record. p- $454. ) 


me thi s speech, at the peak of the hearings on his ar ions that 
there were Communists in the State Department, Senator McCarthy 
told the Senate that Senator Tydings in the committee hearings on 
Mareh 8, 1950, had virtually forced him to make pub lic the names 
of individuals. in the State Department against whom he, Senator 
McCarthy, alleged communism. Senator MeCarthy even went so 
far as to declare that this was unfortunate because some of these 
ndividuals might later prove themselves innocent. 

| now pose this question for this committee today: Did Senator 
McCarthy name the names before the Tydings committee because 
he wanted to—or did he name them because, as he claimed in this 
speech, Senator Tydings forced him to name them. This question 
goes to the heart of much of the controversy over so-called “Me 
Carthyism.” In part the word “McCarthyism” has grown to mean 
the charging of communism against named individuals under the 
cloak of congressional immunity—and in such a way that an innocent 
man is presumed guilty until he can prove himself innocent, and vet 
is left with no suitable w ay to prove his innocence and clear his 
reputation, 
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» 
—o 


In the speech on March 30, Senator MeCarthy said, in part 


On the 20th of February, as the Senate will recall, [ gave to the Senate in 
some detail Sl cases of individuals whom I stated the files indicated ranged 


all the way from being bad security risks to very dangerous individuals 


At the same time I pointed out that perhaps some of those individuals would 
5 1 ] 


be able to produce facts to offset the effect of the material in the files and shov 


that they were actually loyal employees. I stated in effect—and while IT have 


not had an opportunity to check the number of times on the record, my office 


l¢ = e that | did so over a dozen times t | would considet Ww extremely 
mproper and unfair to hame names in public before the individuals had a chance 
to appear in executive sesston * 

\fter the subcommittee had been appointed and the Senator from Maryland 
MM Pyvdings made chairman, he saw me on the floor of the Senate and 

ed ! l ¢ hearing had been scheduled, and asked if I would be ready 

oO uppea nd \ \t that e | rged that tl hearings be in execut 
Sess i ‘ him of the statements which I had made on the Senate 
floor 

He informed me that the first hearings would be public, and that later we 
would into executive session Later I was informed by the press that 
Senator from Marvland had made the statement that 1 could present my case 
is [ saw I again contacted him and teld him that if that were the case, I 
thought the ames should be vive! hn execufive session, Wo owas again mtormed 

i ‘ earings would public (Congressional Record, pp. 4484-4435 

ih) 


Senator MeCarthy’s statement to the Senate on March HO, whicl 


I have just read, attempting CO place responsibility for publication Ol 


the names on the shoulders of Senator Tvdings. ls completely refuted 
{ f] il record of the Tydings committee. This transcript cis 


that before Senator MeCarthy started to testify, he was elve) 


yt i 
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indicate that I will call the committee right here together and we will see what 
the situation is. If any member of the committee at any time thinks that the 
matter is being made public should be heard in executive session, he ill indicate 
that to me. We will go into a huddle and come out with a decision on that. 
In the meantime, proceed. 

Senator McCartuy. Let me make my position clear I personally do not 
favor presenting names, no matter how conclusive the evidence is. The com 
mittee has called me this morning, and in order to intelligibly present this 
information I must give the names I think this should be in executive sessior 
I think it would be better However, I am here. The committee has voted to 
hold open Sessions, SO I shall proceed 


Le us take the cuse of Dor 


Senator Typinas. I told you when I invited you to testify that you could 
estify In any manner you saw fit. 

If it is your preference to give these names in executive session we will be 
very id to have your wishes acceded to 

{ } . 7. ] ] ] 5 : ] Ae 

Note that we will be very vriad to fave your wishes icceded to. 
Continuing 

if tis yout desire to vive them it open Session, that is our respons bility 
NOV vou Will indicate hoy you nant to proceed, the comnuittee { ike { 

er advisement 1 give you an an e] ” minutes 


Senator McCarrny. Let me say this first case has been handed to the pres 


dd I think we will have to proceed with this one in open sessior Wher 
we get to the next case, let us consider it 
Le us tuke the case of Dorothy Kenyon 
In the face of these statements by Senators McMahon, Lodge. and Tvdings, 
Senator MeCarthy on March 30, 1950, told the Sennte that responsibility for 
aking public these names rested squarely upon Senator Tydings He made 
s charge even though he had viven his statement to the press before the 


meeting even began 


| challenge any pel SOL TO read the relevant sections ot the tran 
of t} 


Scrip hearimges and come up with any conclusion save that Sen 


tol MeCarthy On \ ire h DO, T9D0, deliberately hed to the Pehate. 


Krom the earhest times, Senate rules seem to have forbade one Set 
tor Tron) Mpugning the characte or the INTeELTITN of another Sena 
Th s seems to me to be as it should be, on the flo rot the Senate, 
I We Senators are to vet lone together so that we may get our oreat 
ness done. But as the MeCarthy case now stands, Senator Mi 
Carthy seems to have been granted immunity from this rule in his 
baseless charge that it was Senator Tydings and not. he who was r¢ 
ponsible for the o} IPs of what we now call “MeCarthy ism.” 
\Lr. ( hairman, I submit that this case study l have been present 
y indicates that the United States senate, seemingly carelessly, 
corded to the Wisconsin junior Senator the privilege of falsifying 
« facts about another Member, and thus the privilege of breaking 
the rules of the Senate without being called to account. | submit it 
now time he should be called to account. 
Mr. ( hairman, this case is offered as an easily ‘ nd quickly compre 
hended exnmple which Is preun't and parcel ot the veneral pattern of 
deception followed by the Senator from Wisconsin. 
Case No. 5: I now submit to this committee a few quick COMmMents 
on the conduct of Senator McCarthy in another ense wherein he seems 


Tr 


have practiced fraud and deceit upon the Senate and the people 
ol \ urvland., 
Even though your committee of this morning has great familiarity 
with this unhappy story of the 1950 election in Maryland, I now offer 
\ part of my testimony today that infamous four-page tabloid 
“From the Record.” and I submit it as exhibit H. This tabloid is 
ie only incident I shall emphasize from the Marylar dl « LP Ulay 
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(The document referred to above is to be found in the files of the 
subcommittee. ) 

Senator Benron. It is your committee, in its admirable and in my 
judgment epoch making report, which called the attention of the Amer- 
ican people to the way Senator McCarthy w as person: lly involved in 
launching this outrageous tabloid and to ‘the fact that his staff played 
a large part in preparing it. 

Your committee in its report on the Maryland election found that 
Senator McCarthy was “actively interested in the campaign” and 
“made his staff available for various purposes, including work on re- 

search, pictures, composition, prin iting of the tabloid from the Ree 
ord.’ In probing into the genesis of the tabloid the first evidence of 
its origin your committee reported was in the testimony of Mrs. Ruth 
McCormick Miller, then pan lisher of the Washington Times-Herald. 
Mrs. Miller testified that she received a phone call from Senator Me 
Carthy asking if the Times-Fien ald could “do the job.” Miss Jean 
Kerr, an assistant to Senator McCarthy, who he nee to assemble the 
material, described the tabloid to this committee as “the type of liter- 
ature that should go out in campaigns. The voter should be told the 
truth about what is going on, and certainly this did it.” 

I have — d this tabloid as the one facet from the Mar ¥ land cam 
paign to cover briefly with your committee today because it is a quick 

illustration which fits exactly into the pattern of fraud and deceit 
which runs through all my case examples. 

[ shall not try to belabor other aspects of the Maryland campaign, 
even though I have been assured that important new evidence is now 

vailable which was not considered by your committee in the prepara- 
tion of your excellent and constructive report. 

As we look at this tabloid this morning, I refer the committee to the 
story on the front page under the heading “Tydings’ group held up 
arms.” The Tydings’ group, as this article shows is the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. It consisted then of the following members : 

ator Tydings, chairman: and Senators Russell, Byrd, Chapman, 
Johnson of Texas, Kefauver, Hunt, Bridges, Gurney, Saltonstall, 
Morse, Knowland, and Cain. 

I made the statement in the Rules Committee the other day that I 
was not planning to try to reopen this Marvland case, even though in- 
formation has come to me incicating that there seems to be important 
new evidence on it, but I treat the case incidentally here to show that 
Senator MeCarthy’s actions in this campaign- and IT use as my illus 
tration the tabloid From the Record, are—part and parcel of his gen 
eral pattern of conduct I am sketching this morning. 

The story is so brief that I shall quote it in full. In the press discus 
sion of the tabloid, the emphasis has been too much, I think, on the 
composite photograph and not enough on the text Here, for example 
is the text of the story dealing with the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee. ‘This is what this story says: 

One of the fundamental reasons for our early failures in the Korean war is 
being charged to the Senate Armed Services Committee headed by Senator Tyd- 
ings of Maryland 

Last year Congress appropriated $87,300,000 to arm the South Koreans. The 
money was authorized in two bills. One set aside $75,000,000 to furnish planes, 


tanks, antitank guns, rifles, and ammunition any part of which could be used 
Korea. The second bill earmarked $100,500,000 for Korea alone [sic]. 
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\ check-up reveals that only $200 of this money was spent for baling wire. ‘The 


Armed Services Committee did not use its power to see the money was used in time 
to prevent the debacle in Korea. 

This is a terribly serious charge against one of our great committees 
of the Senate. I do not think the members of this committee will 
wish to summon the Senators then on the Armed Services Committee, 
to ask them whether their committee ever held up arms for Korea as 
alleged in this fantastic story, because I’m sure this committee knows 

s. If Senator McCarthy agrees to appear 
before you, Mr. Chairman, I hope you will call wpon him to offer any 
evidence in support of this charge or the many other extraordinary 

irges and statements in this tabloid against one of the great com 
mittees of the Senate. 

[ now call to the attention of your committee the specific Statement 
that only $200 worth of baling wire had been sent to Korea for 


yar 
the 


the answer without hear 


1 
| 
i 


fhe defense of that country. | ask the committee please to kee p 1 
muna that this statement was printed in late October of 1950 in spite 
of the fact that on August 16, 1950, in the United States Senate, as 
reported 11) the Congressional Record, page 12795, there had been pre 
sented a full account from the War Department—and this was more 
than 2 months before the election, before the tabloid which shows 
that $495.700,000 wort h of material had been sent to the South Koreans 
rior to the outbreak of the Korean war. Further. a detailed list of 
\is equipment is set forth in the Congressional Record of August 16. 
L ask your con mittee this morning: How can the baling wire state 
ment in the tabloid be justified 7 How can it be termed anything 
other than a deliberate falsehood 2 

[ shall not elaborate further the story of this tabloid except to quote 
1 statement made about it by Senator [eCarthy on the flool of the 


Senate on August BO, 1951: 


? 
) 
I 
l 
t} 
{ 


One very valid criticism of the tabloid which might well be made is that, while 


everything in it, with the one minor exception relating to Remington, was ab 
itely true, and while it told a part of a story which badly needed telling, it 
df | to give a completely adequate pic ture of the vicious dishonesty of “Opera 
tion Whitewasl That is the only criticism I would have of the tabloid: and 
perhaps those who compiled it had time, they could have given the complete 
Mr. Chairman, much has appeared in the public press and elsewhere 
out the composite photograph of Browder and Senator Tvdinegs. 
The fraud and deceit in this false pl ture is easy for any child to under 
tand. However, more important by far than the photograph were 
e false statements in the tabloid ancl these have received all too little 
mphasis. Ihave given one example of them. I call these once more 
othe attention of your committee because these false statements again 
show the constant pattern of deceit and double talk which weaves its 
sordid way through the career of Joseph McCarthy as a United States 
senator, 


( 


Case No. 6: T now remind the committee of the speech Senator 
McCarthy made on February 20, 1950, on the floor of the Senate, in 
which he said: 


I wish to thank the distinguished Senator from Illinois for his views, but I 
hould like to assure him that I will not say anything on the Senate floor which 
I will not say off the floor. On the day when I take advantage of the security 
have on the Senate floor, on that day I will resign from the Senate. Anything 

I say on the floor of the Senate at any time will be repeated off the floor 
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As the committee well knows, Senator McCarthy has consistently 
refused to make certain libelous statements off the floor of the Senate 
which would force him to accept responsibility before the courts. 

On April 20, 1950, Senator MeCarthy spoke before a meeting of the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors. I quote the following 
colloquy : 


Question: Senator, you have been accused of making statements on the Senate 
floor under immunity and you have been asked to make them on a_ publi 
platform without that immunity. Will you do that? 

Senator McCarrHy. What newspaper are you from? 

Question: The St. Louis Star-Times. 

Senator McCarruy. Your reporters have been in my office and they have said 
they wanted to print the documents in your paper. Perhaps you have done a 
good job, but I intend to continue presenting the facts about all the Commies 

nd queers, regardless of what is asked or said. 

ret back to your question. The question is: Will I say in public what wus 


met 


said before the committee? When I appeared before the Senate, at that time 1 


begged the Senate to allow this material to be presented in private. Senato 
Lucas, of Illinois, got up on five different occasions and said that those names 
must be made public He said, “Why are vou afraid to make them publi 
You are immune.” 

I suid, “Mr. Lucas, that is entirely wrong. The day that I make statements on 

e Senate floor that T am not willing to make off the floor, that day I will resign 

That was my unqualified statement. At that time I assumed we could get the 
files. Since then I have made statements about some six or seven individuals, 
furnished documentary proof Chey have asked me to make statements off the 
floor. LT have said that I will do that when they make their files available. 1 
said that in the Lattimore case. Then Bourke Hickenlooper said, “Mr. Lattimore 
will you ask that your file be made available so it can be used? 


Lattimore said, “No, lL won't ask that favor of the Government.” 
When they made those files available so they can be used, those statements 


Will be made public 


One of your questions is: “Will you make the statement in public?’ The 
mnswer is “No.’ 
No, 2, “are you going to resign?” Phe answer is “Now” O. K."* 


That ends my quotation from Senator McCarthy before the ASNE 

Now I ask this committee to consider whether Senator McCarthy 
in hisstatement on the floor of the Senate on Fe bruary 20, 1950, did not 
intend deliberately to deceive the Senate. His statement of February 
20 is wholly unqualified. 

I submit to the committee my feeling that the paragraph I have 
quoted from Senator McCarthy's speech of February 20 constitutes 
most damaging evidence which ie ‘monstrates deliberate deceit. This 
statement. | submit, is that of a man who says things—and says them 
on the Senate floor—with no necessary intention of abiding by them 
if it suits his purposes not todoso. 

Of course, the pattern of Senator MeCarthy’s conduct, which [ have 
been deseribing’ today. confirms this attitude. aga un and again. It is 
chronic, If, however, we had in this speech of February 20 an isolated 


Case 
sure of deliberate willingness to deceive or to lie. 
I want now to stress to your committee that the United Stat 


Senate seems to have been dging or i@noring Senator Me ‘arthy s 


conduet on the basis of individual incidents. After each ineident of 


his conduct, some excuse could be advaneed. consciously or uncor 


siously, by many Senators. All Senators naturally shrink at thi 


thought of facing up to the fact that the Senate has an amoral man 


who uses the lie as an instrument of policy . Only when one case ex 


ample piles upon another case, when inci ident piles upon incident, and 


without a consistent pattern of conduct—I agree we could not be 
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story upon story—do we learn to face up to the terrible reality, a 
reality which is a source of shame to all of us. 

I concede that 1 am today presenting much material already known 
to the committee. ‘The committee knows I have no staff of investiga 
tors or COrps of dletectives to dig up hew and possibly sensational 
‘harges. I have today, however, for the first time, insofar as [ am 
uware, assembled il coherent group of examples supported by evil 
dence ample to warrant investigation—in my judgment. Mr. Chair 
man—to show a consistent pattern of conduet by Senator McCarthy 
i pattern of conduct of deliberate deceit and decept ion, 

| know that few of my colleagues in the Senate have had even the 
east chance to examine this terrifying record. When they do examine 

he record, they will, in nay judgement, for the first time comprehend 
this long array of in idents and examples in all thelr devastating 
real LV. 

Case No. 7: Ina speech on the floor of the Senate on June 6, 1950, 
Senator McCarthy claimed to have with him photostats from parts 
of a confidential State Department document which were based on an 
RBI chart. 

He said—and the following quotations are from the Congressional 
Record, page 8620, June 6, 1950: 


We find that about 3 or 4 years ago—and I say 3 or 4 because the file refers to 


date of Mas 15, 1947. although I think the date on the photostat hould be 


May 15, 1946 It may be a typographical error; however, for the time being we 
shall refer to it as 1947 We tind on that date that the FBI performed a 
function which, so far as I know, it has never performed since As Senators 
now, the function of the FBI is merely that of a fact-finding body, to dig up 
rmation for the Department of Justice his is the only time it hus ever 
been brought to my attention that the FBI has departed from its function and 
We will evaluate our own ey dence it uur tile and rive t to the Depart 

ent Apparentiv, the reasor vas that thev must have been seriously dis 
rbed by what they had in their files The Bureau sent to the State Depart 
on flat date au detailed chia isting what thev considered as No. 1, Soviet 

li No 2, Communists No a OVIINELLST sVinpathizers ; al d No fe suspects 
s ir as I know this is the only time the FBL has attempted to evalunte the 
erial ithe d by it: otherwise las hee is Senators know erely a 

| body, sub tin hie | Attorney Gene ) ‘ 

t MMUssion of the list rs et arent Communts and » forth, to the 


State Department by the FEIT met with such little favorable activity on the 


the State Department that, so far as | know, the Bureau has never sub 
ke chart since that date 
| e photostated page 29 and part of page 20 of the report, which shed some 
thi rt 
the report went to the top security man in the State Departmer the in 
ree of the loyalty program in that Department It is strictly a 
ite Department report, but [ have photostated those portions of the report 
refer particularly to the FBI chart I f] k some Senators might he 
terested in some of the protostats, especially some of our friends who say 
proof has been submitted. This is not the language of McCarthy: it is 
inguage of the State Department's top investigator Here is what the 
tat shows It shows that on Mav 15, 1947, there were in the State De 
ent a total of 124 agents, Communists, sympathizers, and suspects, in the 
pinion of the FBI During the 2 months’ period between the time when the 
was submitted by the FBI, and the time when this report was made, 18 
these individuals were gotten rid of So far as [T know, none was discharged, 
llowed to resis so that thev wonld not have a bad record at the time the 
vent forth to secure employment in other branches of the Government. That 
eft in the State Department 106 persons whom the FBI had named Again 


that this is not a case of MeCarthyv naming individuals t is the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation which took the time to do something they had never 
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done before, namely, to submit a chart saying, “Here is what is wrong with 
these men.” ‘The chart shows that there were 20 agents, 138 Communists, 14 
sympathizers, and 77 suspects. 

Two months later there were still in the Department 11 agents. Can Senators 
conceive of it? Eleven Communist agents were left in the State Department 2 
months after the FBI had labeled them and said, “Our files show these men are 
Communist agents.” This was not during wartime. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I submit that in 
using this so-called chart and in crediting it to the FBI Senator Mc 
Carthy was misinforming the Senate. How successful he was in thi 
is shown by a statement made on the floor of the Senate by the di 
tinguished Senator from California (Mr. Knowland) a few moment 
after Senator McCarthy had presented his alleged FBI chart: 

I want to say to the Senator from Wisconsin that it seems to me this is by 
far the most significant direct evidence which has vet been presented to the S¢ 
ate of the United States I believe the committee now investigating securit 
risks in the Department of State would be derelict in their responsibility to the 
selves, to the Senate, and the United States if they did not proceed forthwith t 
exercise the subpena powers voted unanimously by the Senate of the United 
States it seems to me that unless that is done, neither the Senate nor the 
country will be satisfied that there has not been a complete cover-up and white 
wash. Unless the persons who have been mentioned have been removed fro 
the service of the Government of the United States it seems to me there may 
be a case for impeachment somewhere along the line 

Later on the same day the distinguished Senator from New Yor! 
(Mr. Ives) stated on the floor of the Senate: 

Mr. President, the Senator from New York, by indirection at least, has had o 
casion in the past to be slightly critical of the Senator from Wisconsin in the 
way in which he has presented his case. Nevertheless, the Senator from New 
York feels very strongly regarding the matter of communism and the menace 
of communism. He feels no steps should be left untaken in the Senate, the 
House, or in the Government itself, to weed out all subversive elements in 
Government. The Senator from New York desires at all times to cooperate 
every worthy effort of that nature. . 

In this particular instance the Senator from New York desires to comme! 
the Senator from Wisconsin for the excellent presentation he has made, for 
the constructive approach he has offered this afternoon, and for the way in whic! 
he is now carrying on his effort In that connection the Senator from New 
York wishes the Senator from Wisconsin the best of luck, and offers him h 
own full cooperation, 

Obviously, these distinguished Members of the Senate and the othe 
Members had been deceived by this chart. They did not know and 
Senator McCarthy did not tell them that his FBI chart was a hoax 

My authority for my statement that the FBI chart was a hoax 
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the FBI. Writing to James I 
Webb, Under Secretary of State, on June 14, 1950, Mr. Hoover «i 
clared: 

This Bureau did not send any such chart to the State Department, and, of 
course, made no evaluation of information as was indicated. *'* * 

If someone had told Senator McCarthy that he was in possession of 
an FBI chart, why didn’t he at least telephone Mr. Hoover or th: 
FBI to determine whether this sensational charge was true or fals: 
He did not do this. Instead he took to the floor of the Senate. 

The State De ‘partment informs me that the pages from the report 
which Senator McCarthy flourished were prepared by State Depart 
ment security officers for working pur poses only ; : that the chart showed 
only the n: — of persons about whom security officers had, in May 
1946, received allegations which, in their opinion, warranted furthe: 
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invesaieer an) and that not ne of the persons named in the chart was, 

June 6, 1950—t years after—employed by the Department, except 
those who had been investigated, checked, evaluated, and cleared under 
the loyalty program. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the question I am raising here does not involve 
the effectiveness of the State Department’s loyalty program. Each of 
us here this morning might have ideas as to how to improve upon it. 
The question is my charge against Senator McCarthy of gross irres 
ponsibility or even of deliberate intent to deceive. I suggest that your 

nittee investigate at once whether it is possible for Senator Me- 
‘arthy to have believed he had an “FBI chart,” and if so, by what 
} wess he was led LO believe this: and if he did believe he had an 
“FBI chart.” why he didn’t retract his statements after Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover's denial. He has not retracted them—that is, thes state 
ments—even in the face of the positive denial by Mr. J. Edgar Hoover. 

I ask this committee this mornine whether it does not seem that in 

peech On June 6, 1950, senator MeCarthy Was try 1) » bolste 


o he has hot previou ly heen able LO back ip. eon Mo. 
( thy ’s re MOTT and “chart” in his spe of June 6. L950, seen To me 


whollv in ke ping W th his continuing record of fabrication and dis 


I submit to this committee this morning that this alleged “FBI 
ehart™” is an affront to the Senate. Shall we, as Senators, continue to 
mit ourselves and millions of our constituents to be hoodwinked 

» Senator who has never made good a single one of his accusations 


avalnst the State Department ¢ 
Case No. 8: Senator McCarthy, again following a pattern of 
willful deception of the Senate, on February 20, 1950. 


on the floor that he would give the names of “the Communists 


e State Departme t’toany Senate committee set up to investigate 


urges. Ile set out to deseribe a cases,” Th s was the speech 
precipitated the Tydings 1? vestigation. lle said (Congres 
onal Record. p. YO65): \ 
I have stated repeatedly that I would go before any Senate committee and 


ge nite 


another place in the Record for that day, the followin 
( irred: 
DoNNELL. The Senator from Wisconsin is perfectly willing te \ the 
toa Senate committee, Is that correct? 
M McCartruy. That is correct 
Pha truth. of course, 1s that Senator MeCarthy cid not know the 

* names. He, himself, later admitted this. Testify ing before the 
l'vdings committee on March &, 1950, he stated: “At this particular 

nt, Mr. Chairman, I could not give you the names of half of 

se.” (Heat ings of the Tydings committee, p. 6). 

Mr. Cha rman, | ask you to measure that statement of March § 
before the Tydings committee : iainst the affidavits dealing with his 
peech of a month earlier in Wheeling on February 9, 1950—which 
iitest that he said he had in his aa “a list of 205 * * akstof 
hames that were made known to the Secretary of State as being mem 
bers of the Communist Party and who nevertheless are still working 


} B° ss 
shaping policy m the St: ite De} artment.” or even the record we 
tened to, we can divide and know that 57 is more than half « 
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Perhaps this admission on Mareh 8 helps account for his later denial 
of this Wheeling statement, under oath. Perhaps this statement to 
the Senate ot March 8 accounts for the major difference in the key 
statements in his Wheeling speech, as sworn to by the two radiomen, 
and as he put it into the Congressional Record a couple of weeks afte: 
delivery. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that your committee measure Senator 
McCarthy's testimony of March 8—that he could not name half of the 
Sl names—against his broadcast on February 10, 1950, in Salt Lak 
City, to which you have listened, in which he states that if the Secre 
tary of State “will call me tonight at the Utah Hotel IT will be glad 
to give him the names of those 57 card-carrying Communists.” 

lL ask you also to measure this testimony of March S: against the tele 
gram he reports he sent to the President on Fe brur arv 11, 1950.in whic! 
he said, “Despite this = ite Department blackout we have been abl 
to compile a list of ‘Communists in the Sta e Department. Th 


list is available to you. 

Mr. Chairman. and members of this committee, I suggest that Se 
ator McCarthy was deliberately deceiving the Senate, when on the floo: 
on February 20, 1950, during his extended recital of Sl unnamed 
but numbered “cases.” he attempted to convince the Senate that t] 
information he was presenting was the result of a thorough invest 
vation on his part. 


He declared > 


Originally | was disturbed that | might give out information which woul 


embarrass the investigative agencies by indirectly disclosing some of the 
sources of information, but | was told, “with so many commies over here hay 
top positions, vou need have no fear giving the information to the Senate.” 


| 
Later the same speech Senator Me rth said: 


I know the State Department is very eager to know how I secured this in 
1 i I know that the jobs of the men who helped me secure this miuate 
would be worth nothing if the names were give! If it were not for some goo 
yal Americans in the State Department—and there are many of the 
should not have been able to present this picture to the Senate tonight 


\eaninst that background. Mr. Chairman, what Senator MeCart 


\ 


ly to have been doing in this speech of February YO was 


“PCTS ob\ Oluls { ] | 1o 

to read with interpretations and vocabulary charges, always to rhe 
them: seem worse—from a report of investigators retained ino THs 
by the Subcommittee on State, Commerce, and Judiciary of the Hou 


Appropriations Committee. These investigators had compiled fre 
the State Department's own files, including its loyalty files—this w 
prior to the President’s order forbid line disclosure of these files 
such der ralory Information as they « ‘ou le find about mndividua Is e 
ployed in, or applying for jobs in, the State Department. The 1 
vestigators propane memoranda on 108 “eases.” and presented the 
to the House subcommittee by number, alleen than by name, thoug 
key to i. hames was separately compiled. Some of these men 
randa were discussed pub hicly . by number, and on the record, as 


shown in the printed hearings: of the House subcommittee published 


in 1948. These memoranda were subsequently made available t 


several committees of Congress. 
Now I think the members of this committee will find that all of t! 
**s | eases” cited by Ssenatol MeCarthy il his speech ot February. 


of 
() 
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4) 1950. and all his information about them, were drawn from the 


House Committee's “LOS cases.” 
\t the time of this speech an old associate of mine in the State 


Department, then in a high position in the State Department, came 


to me and made this charge and said he could document it. | found it 


so ineredible—to me so unbelievable—that I refused to take any 
re sponsibility fol the charge. ‘ 
] vive vou that example to show how any one n 


iudged individually when vou in your great respo) 


i 


( 

1 

Dll es come to 
} 


msider thi problem, but each incident should be judged aus part al dt 


cel of a general pattern « f conduet Because this parti lar idea of 
the cases riolht out of the Hous Appropriat 0} ( ommiittee 


] i | ] é 41 ‘ 
nd making this major speech on the floor of the Senate, 


ne this same material, the same numbers, the same data, seemed to 
ne at the time so incredible that I couldn't believe it even when it wa 
brought to me by one ot the Ke \ t¢ ~ executives of the Departmes { 
(J te apparently, het wee! the time Senator M Carthy made hh 
Whe ling speech wh » ia ays he based on the Byrnes iettel il 
peech to the Senate on Te bruary 20—he obtained LCOpy of this old 
file of memoranda. Also quite apparently Senator McCart! \ cid 
not get the key to the names that went with this list—as is shown by his 
own admissions. \. 
Mr. Chairman, I suggest that your committee’s investigators draw 
}) In) parallel col bhdIS, first, the enses set forth D\ the House Col 
nittee mvestigators and, second, the cases set forth in the sehate On 
February 20, 1950, by Senator McCarthy. IT shall not now myself at 
fempt to set forth these parallels, I further suggest that a hiayo! 
challenge to your investigators will be to see if they can find any 
material in the MeCarthy speech about the “s1 ases” that was not 


iva lable to the House coniniittee and other committees “ vears ol 


1 . 
more before, 


This committee today miay be interested in a brief colloquy which 
took pla e toward the na ot Senator Me ‘arthy’s speech On February 

just after “case No. 80° had been presented, which indicates that 
one Senator at least was aware of Senaton McCarthy's source. 


tor Frerauson. Does the Senator from Wisconsin have ' use Ne ay 
ong the cases he is presenting 
st itor McCarrny I cannot tell at the moment, because the reporters for 
Congressional Record have been using some of m\ papers I assume ] had 
No. 37 
Senator Ferauson. IT am wondering why the Senator took them out of order 
Is there any reason why he did not take them in order, beginning with No. 1 
d going down through them? 
Schator McCarruy. | did take them in orde: 1 get the impression that 


Senator may have a file of his own, and apparently I do not have the same 
ses he has, if that is the answer, However, | have taken them in order 
Case No. 9: Mr. Chairman, I want to read to you from the report 


of the Senate Subcommittee on the Malmedy Atrocities published 
October 15, 1949: 


In the minds of a great many persons, the Malmedy atrocities are limited 
hose connected with the Malmedy crossroads incident which, in facet. is 

\ part of the charges preferred against the German SS troopers in this 
ular Case Phe atrocities with which the accused in the Malmedy case were 
ged were part of a series Committed at several localities in Belgium, start 
n December 16, 1944, and lasting until approximately Jat ! Ms. 1845 


ey irred during the so-called Battle of the Bulge and were ! itted 
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by the organization known as Combat Group Peiper, which was essentially thi 
first SS Panzer regiment commanded by Col. Joachim Peiper. All the mem 
bers of this combat team, and particularly those involved in the Malmedy trial! 
were members of the Waffen SS organization. The regiment had had a long 
and notorious military record on both the western and eastern fronts. On the 
eastern front, one of the battalions of the Combat Group Peiper, while com 
manded by Peiper, earned the nickname of Blow Torch Battalion after burnin; 
two villages and killing all the inhabitants thereof. Peiper had at one ti 
been an adjutant to Heinrich Himmler The prisoners under investigatio 
were for the most part hardened veterans 

Basically, the atrocities which were committed at 12 places throughout Belgium 
consisted, according to accounts of different witnesses, of the killing of approx 
mately 350 unarmed American prisoners: of war, after they had surrendere: 
and 100 Belgian civilians. It was one of the few cases where substantial number 
of Americans were murdered en masse. 
In 1946 the trial of the Germans charged with the Malmedy cross 
ads murders was begun in Germany. Seventy-three Germans wer 
tried and convicted of having committed these murders. During t] 


trial no accused Nazi alleged that he had been physically mistreate 


— 


for the purpose of vetting a confession. Not one out of the 73. Tha 
astonish he. Forty three of the convicted men received the deat} 


sentence, but all these death sentences have been commuted. Nearl 
IS months after the convictions, stories began to appear 15 months 
later, alleging misconduct by American authorities in conducting th 
pretrial examinations. Charges were made that the prisoners ha: 
heen be aten and kicked and forced into making’ confessions of the 
ewuilt. During 1948, many groups and individuals began to publieiz 
this alleged brutality and torture. An appeal was made to the United 
states Supreme Court. but the ( ourt ruled that it had ho jurisdiction 
Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, [ am sure that mo 
of you remember the Malmedy cases. IT am reciting some of the back 


; ; 1 1 
Iresh your memories and to provide a quick bac 


‘e Tl 
) MeCarthv’s activities in this matter. 
Not withstar dine the fact that t 


erTound onry to ] 


pb ror senatol 


e Armva ithoritie under the dir 


tion of Gen. Lucius C] nv. had made their normal reviews of thes 
ses, the many reports O01 tortures and bi tality hy the investigato 
| Mal Cay Ix led th Arn y te t up two boards of investi 


Phe so-called Van Roden SiMpsol Bo re made Its report 


September of 1948 and the so-eall | Raymond Board made its findin 
| February of 1949. Both Boards found that the pretr 

0 had some parts, such as mock trials, which could 
icized \t the same time neither Board found evidence of phys 

I lity on the part of the Malmedy Inve stigators, 

li pits of the two Investigations, the clamor over the Malme 
prosecutions continued. The Senate finally took cognizance of t 
rumors and charges. Several Senators became interested and invest 


lutions were ntroduced. ()n March ZY. 1949, al stubeo 
l ttee oT the x ite Armed Sery es Committee consisting of =e 


tors Raymond Baldwin, chairman, and Estes Kefauver and Lest: 


Hunt is appointed to study the Malmedy case. 

[ ren d this committee that Senator Baldwin was ny immed 
predect or in the S« ite: he is now a membr r of the Ssupre me Cx 
of Errors of the State of Connecticut: his record is one of the n 

tinguished of any public servant in the more than 300-year hist: 
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Both the Committees on Expenditures and the Judiciary Com 
mittee were invited to participate. Senator McCarthy participated 
in the hearings with full rights of cross-examining witnesses. From 
he start of the hearings he took the position that the allegations of the 
onvicted Nazis were true and the subcommittee was merely trying to 

tewash the \rmy. However, on the second day of the hearings 
Le wrote to Senator Baldwin: 

\fter yesterday’s hearing on the Malmedy cases I read some accounts of state 
ments I made which would appear to do you a great injustice 

When the Armed Services Committee suddenly appointed your subcommittee 
nvestigate this matter after our special investigation committee of the 
tures Committee had announced its intention of conducting this investiga 
I frankly was very much disturbed by what I thought was an attempt to 
off a complete investigation by our committee and provide a whitewash of the 
Army's prosecution stati 

‘ have taken over, this situa 
on does not exist and the efforts of the committee will | 


However, I am convinced that at least since you 


] e directed Towa “d as 
bling and clearly presenting all of the facts. I want you to know that I hav 


1 
estigatior I think you have 
eminently fair and ertainly have a orded ,every opportunity to the ] 


penditures Committee and the Judiciary Committee to participate in this 


ticism whatsoever of your handling of this in 


nvestigation 

However, in the face of this letter, he continued to impugn the sub 
committee and a month later, on May 20, 1949, Senator McCarthy 
issued a press release from his office re 


ve rsing his earlier letter to 
Senator Baldwin: 


t ; hy 7 % + or » P 4 . ‘ 
I accuse the subcommittee of being afraid of the facts I 
! 


ng to whitewash a shameful episode in the history of our glorious Armed Forces 


[ accuse it of compounding a wrong, perpetrated by a few embers, and im 
pugning the fair name of the millions of men and women who served with valor 
nd distinction in the armed services. TI accuse it of sabotaging our efforts under 


Kuropean Recovery Act, setting at naught that which we spent and 


pend g to prove 

wo months after this press release—on July 26, 1949—Senato1 
Vel ‘arthy took to the floor of the Senate to carrv on his att; 
Senator Baldwin and the Armed Forces Subcon 


1e 
the Van Roden Simpson report, he told the senate: 
VO C1Villan judges who were chosen to head S mittee he 11S t 
could and would approach the problem in an obie ¢ lad l 
(| anner, brought back a sordid story—a story to the effect that the 
\ n interrogation team tortured the defendants by means of beatings 
nd other physical abuse, that they conducted mock ind tl 
harm to families of the accused in order to get the accused g 


s dictated by members of the interrogation team 


[ have already called the attention of the subcommittee to the report 
f the Van Roden Simpson committee which stated that it could find 
0 eV idence oft veneral miscondu ‘tT on the part ot the Malmedy Prost 

tors. 

In sharp contrast to Senator McCarthy's claim that the Van Roden 

mpson committee brought back “a sordid story” of “beatings” and 
“physical abuse” let me quote from the pertinent section of the Van 
Roden-Simpson report and their testimony before the 


l 
} 


—_ 


> oss 
Baldwin 


Che report states: 
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Judge Simpson himself testifying before the Baldwin committee, 
while Senator MeCarthy was present, was asked the question : 

Senator Batpwin. Could you tell us, Judge, at that point what you found it 
the Malmedy case with reference to the abuses of any prisoners or anything tha 
was complained of? 

Mr. Simpson. We found no proof of physical abuse 

Judge Van Roden, the other distinguished jur st. commented o1 
this same point 


Senator Hunt. Judge, in your report of January 6, 1949, which you signe 


long with Colonel Simpson and Col. Charles W. Lawrence, this paragrap 


ippeal 
There is no general or systematic use of improper methods to secure 
rosecution evidence for the use at the trials 
NO’ does that statement reflect vou position aus a member of the boar 
Judge VAN Ropen. I would s so as stated therein 


Mr. Chairman, Senator Me( arthy also attempted to deceive thi 
n the Raymond board findings. At one point in his speec 
Senator MeCarthy stated: 


After confirming the charges that convictions were secured by means of cor 
fessions and statements gotten from the avecused su result of torture 


] 


Llere the SS hate was told th il the Ravmond board had “confirmed 
that the contessions were gotten by means of “torture.” | how quot 
from testimony of Colonel Raymond before the Baldwin sub 


committee 


Senator BaLpwin. Let me pursue that point further What evidence wa 
here S VO found ft his investigation or from the affidavits, of an 
physical abuse or intimidation? I mean by that, beating or cuffing, or wit! 

ding of rations or threats of anv kind 

Colonel RAYMoND Now, LT personally have no doubt that these 
interrogators got exasperated with these fellows being confronted by evidence 

till refusing to talk, and I believe that incidents similar to that occurre 

‘ ‘ e, quite poss pushing them up against the wall, possibly one 
or two other things a little more exaggerated, but nothing like the story thes: 


* . 


May I now tell the case of Goldschmidt’ Goldschmidt testified at the actu: 


trial before the military court 
Senator BALDWIN. Is Goldschmidt one of the interrogators? 
Colone RAYMOND. No Goldschmidt is one of the defendants, one of the Get 


mans who was accused, and he has been sentenced to life imprisonment 
He testitic it the trial, took the stand and made absolutely no claim « 
eatmnent by any of the interrogators. That was in April or Ma 


Qn February 11, 1948, he executed an aflidavit. one of the batch that w 
before our board. In that affidavit he says that on February 12, 1946, that 1 
was kicked and beaten in the face, and after a hood was put over his head 


I was taken to a cell opposite where I was beaten in the abdomen,’’—sai 


Goldschmidt 2 years later fell to the ground and screamed, and therenfte 
Vas made to stand between two objects which were placed together strong 
and beuten several times over the head with a wird object Two days lite 
I was kicked twice in my lower body and later was beaten in the face am 
kicked in the leg.’ 


Now I just don't believe anything of that sort ever occurred. I think tha 
sort of physical abuse, if there was any, or physical handling of these peopl 
Was the type of thing that Steiner testified to, when these interrogators, in tl 
heat of the moment, after long hours of interrogation, got pretty exasperate 


and took hold of a man and said, “Now, damn you, you come through 
talk.” Something of that sort 
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| quote also from the Raymond board report 


¢. That physical force was hot systematically applied in order to obtain state 
nents but that undoubtedly in the heat of the moment on occasions interrogators 


did use some physical force on recalcitrant suspect 
° 1 . 4 1 1 ) 
I submit to you that this certainly shows that ¢ olonel Raymond 
’ } ] } 7 { ' ’ 1 ’ 
md tis hoard d ra | het heheve tiruat the COnTessiohns were obtained b 
torture Pha se statements and report were all ava lable to Senato 
McCarthy before his speech on the floor. lideed, ich of it had bee 


{ t | , } { | a { 
Orouent Out we fore the conmiilttee on which he wa Shooting 


a, i 
| . . 4 . | . } é 5 ‘ l ’ 
Mr. ¢ HaiTbiah, WW this eariy episode ih Sehatol 9 a ith cnureel 


nthe Senate, we see Clie ume pattel oft decelt, Gistortion, and ce I 
¢ } } 
erate misstatement of Tact \ ich has been repeated again and aga 
ro 1} ‘ 
V testimony of today repeatedly demonstrates. His action int 
’ ) . 1 " ’ . y ’ 
Nia ) | CHse vial His NI meay spee th TOL ‘ i pattel oO} 
1 , 1 ] 7 
KTPaHOralniary il Ort ) til fii CPHOOd AS TO Cf round t mist 1 
1> ] 1 1} 
0 ile observe I It parivy obit Liohnvotie to nye re Thre ! \ 
4 . 1 1 } | 
Vi} mted ittack i) ht (distinguished predecessol “enato 
i 
1> 
bale | eronithe vel Lt aoe ttor McCarthy chare if enatol 
, ) } 
B Wl pre Wiiced ondu Of the heal uy i i Was trving 
I : 
{ . | aal + | ’ e +] . , , hle { ‘ 
CWiasil The CASE MCCULLESE Ovlye ol | One "¢ POTS TLE LO) | ee 


Malmedy prosecutiol Was an associate in the firm of which Senator 
Baldwin was a partner. Senator McCarthy raised these charges re 
pe itedly. At one instance in the speech he cee] ired : 


If the Senator from Connecticut thinks it is proper for him to sit in judgment 


on his own law partner, and do something which L think is completely shameful, 


[ do not believe that it is incumbent upon the Senate to discharge hin I thir 
however, e should recognize the fact that the work of the committee and it 
report will be completely useless and worth nothing at a 


I cannot refrain at this point, Mr. Chairman, in reminding you and 
vour commiitee of Senator McCarthy's record with Lustron, while he 
served on the Banking and Currency Committee, and which | doer 

ented in part earlier in this testimony. Moreover, Senator Baldwi 
ompletely disassociated himself from the hearings when his law part 
ner was on the tana, with one exception. Din ne the afternoon ses 

ion of May 11, 1949, neither Senator Hlunt nor Senator Kefauver 


ould be present and the hearimes could not have continued unless 


Senator Baldwin was to continue them. At that time he presented 
he problem to Senator McCarthy and stated : 


If von have any objection to my acting as chairman I will have to recess the 


I have absolutely no objection, not even the shadow of an objection 


Please contrast this statement by Senator Me ‘arthy, Mr. Chairman, 
th the two sentences 1 read a moment avo from his speech on the 
floor. 

In this July 26, 1949, speech, Senator Me ‘arthy became so vehement 
n his denunciation of Senator Baldwin that at one point he accused 


Im. of being ‘criminally responsible.” The distinguished senator 
Prom New Hampshire Mr. Tobey called for the words to be stricken 
from the record. 

[1 these irresponsible attacks on the distineuished sSenutol Bald 
vin, and tis colleagues on the subeommiuttee. Senator MeCarthy fol 


( » ? . * { 
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lows the technique which he has followed again and again: the delib- 
erate policy of destroying a man’s re putation, regardless of evidence, 
if this serves to attain some objective Senator McCarthy is pursuing. 
] submit that suc h re pre he nsible Cc conduct should ho longe 7 be tole ‘rate cl. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a facet of this Malmedy story which your 
committee may decide calls for investigation. 

One of those most active in Germany during the Malmedy period 
in agitating against the American soldiers who were responsible for 
the Malmedy prosecutions was a Dr. Rudolph Aschenauer. I under- 
stand that there is confidential information in the files of the Armed 
Services Committee which shows that this Aschenauer was or is a mem- 
ber of several underground organizations in the American zone. This 
could well explain Aschenauer’s interest in the Malmedy case. Fur- 
thermore, his activities added fuel to the Communist propaganda 
in the American zone aimed at discrediting United States activities in 
Germany. 

Aschenauer was called as a witness before the Baldwin subcom- 
mittee when the committee went to Germany. He admitted his asso- 

lation with the Malmedy agitation in nh rmany. The hearings show 
he arly that he was closely involved in spreading as fact the false 
rumors about the Malmedy pet eatitions: His testimony also shows 
that he was in contact with Senator McCarthy through the National 
Council for the Prevention of War. This organization was thor- 
oughly denounced by the subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services 
(Committee: 

The subcommittee is aware of the fact that the National Council for the Pre- 
vention of War is not on any of the so-called subversive lists that are main- 
tained, but that it has been considered as an extreme pacifist organization for 
some time Notwithstanding the subcommittee is convinced that its activities 
in this matter, which go far beyond the Malmedy case, have been most damaging 
to the national interests of our country, and to the cause of peace. The sub- 
comtlnittee feels strongly that the proper investigations should be made to de 
termine the real motivation in back of the activities of this organization and 


the influence it has bad on many individuals within the United States who have 


accepted as fact the allegations publicized by it 


[ wish to bring the following excerpts from the subcommittee hear- 
ings to the attention of your committee: 
Dr. ASCHENAUER. I have solely spoken to Diefenthal about a statement made 


by Bilis. Otherwise, I have not discussed anything with him. 
Mr. CHAMBERS. Did Diefenthal agree with what Ellis said? 


lor. ASCHENAUER, I have explained to him the discussion between Senator 
McCarthy and Ellis * #* (p. 1458). 
> t 2 bs 2 + - 
Mr. CHAMBERS. Where did you read about Ellis claiming to be the tax adviser 


to the United States Government ? 

Dr. ASCHENAUER. I do not mean him to be a tax adviser, but a tax lawyer in 
America, 

Mr. CHAMBERS. Was that in the newspapers? 

Dr. ASCHENAUER. I believe it was in the newspapers, or was it, as I also re- 
ceive congressional reports, and one of the Congress reports in the conversation 
with Senator McCarthy (p. 1458). 


o * * * * oe + 


Senator BALDWIN. Where are you submitting the affidavit? 
Dr. ASCHENAUER. I have not submitted it vet, but I shall. 
Senator BALDWIN. Where do you intend to submit it? 

Dr. ASCHENAUER. For instance to the Senate commission. 
Senator BALDWIN. To this committee, you mean? 


i i 
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Dr. ASCHENAUER. Also to this committee. 

Senator BALDWIN. What other committee? 

Dr. ASCHENAUER. For example, to McCarthy, and then I think also to 
(p. 1459) 

a7 * * * +. 

Mr. CHAMBERS. Why did he send this letter? Why did Diefenthal send this 
letter to you, Dr. Aschenauer, to be transmitted to Senator McCarthy? 

Dr. ASCHENAUER, So that Senator McCarthy is informed about the various 
statements that had been made (p. 1460). 


Mae Loy 


+ * 


Mr. Chairman, your subcommittee may wish to carr 
investigation of the point implicit in this testimony. W 
been the tie up between Senator Me( ‘arthy, tl ie National ( ‘oune! 
the Prevention of War, and Aschenauer? How did it happen that 
Senator MeCarthy seemed so willing to follow the same objectives as 
this questionable organization and Aschenauer ¢ 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I have heard much 
about the Malmedy case which I have not had time to veri ify . Beeause 
it that time Senator McCarthy was not yet a front-line news pet 


Vv ee, 
| | 
ha ay nave 
1 
i 


ior 


t 
} 


SO ality, his activities did not receive the publicity and the study 
whieh his subsequent actions have shown they Warrant. is ircvest 
that the files of the Committee on Armed Services may shed hieht Ol 
his subject. The staff who worked on this case should also be 
questioned. 
Senator Giuterre. Off the record. 
Chere was discussion off the record. ) 
Senator Grtterre. It is the opinion of the subcommittee t 
ill finish the formal statements vou have, Senator Bento 
recess and come back at a later period fora hy subsequent questioning 
Senator Benron. I welcome that decision, Mr. Chairman. This 
1 lone and detailed document. and I am only too happy that 
ommittee will have a chance to study and review it, or even have 
=I idlied and reviewed by others, before the questioning period | 
think you have made a coe and wise decision. 
Senator Samira. Mr. Chairman, it was my intent to suggest that 
we come back this swale, but that is entirely up to the committee 
I just thought we would get these five pages over with and then could 


take our time about the questioning in case we vet tied up on the f| 
Senator Benron. That would please me greatly, too, particular 


lx 


f we could finish this up today, Mr. Chairman, in line with your 
original suggestion that you would give me a day. It seems to me 


I thing to keep on w ith my testimony, and the questioning and try 

ish today, unless your committee has more questions than co ild 
be finished this afternoon. 

Senator Girutterre. The chances are we can do t 
meantime finish your “salle, statement. 

Senator Benton. Thank you. 

Case No. 10: Mr. Chairman, I now suggest that the pattern of 
conduct I have described underlying Senator McCarthy's actir 
ilso seems to extend to people he employs. Q) ly the o ; 
itor Ved ‘arthy hurled charge Sat unnamed Senators and Cor (r} 
for hiring Communists; and manifestly he wants to call them to st: 

ount for hiring Communists. 

I aAorer that a Senator must, in some degree at least. be held re 
pol ble for acts of his avents and most assuredly for all act which 
hose ents Carry out under the Senator's direction or 2 uidai ce, 
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I shall now cite two instances—one is seemingly a clear case of 
lving—and perhaps perjury——by Donald Surine, one of Senator Me 
Carthy’s principal assistants. This is my first case. The other is 
merely a presumptive case by a reputed agent of Senator MeCarthy 
In Switzerland. 

On the Surine case, I now quote from page 34 of the report of this 


subcommittee on the Maryland election: 

The testimony of Surine before this subcommittee contains an apparent willful 
id knowing misstatement of a material fact relating to the circumstances of 
the termination of his services with the Federal Bureau of Investigation prior 
to his employment by Senator McCarthy In his original sworn testimony be 
fore a quorum of this subcommittee on March 21, 1951, Surine stated under oath 
hat his termination was a “voluntary resignation” (record, p. 1515). On the 
isis of further information obtained by the subcommittee Surine was recalled 

{ worn testimony on recall before 

quorum of this subcommittee on April 10, 1951, he elaborated on the circum 
stances of his oluntary resignation.” Evidence introduced into the record of 


ne disclosed that Surine had been “dropped from the rolls of the FBI 


estify on this particular point In his s 


record, pp. 2642-2645; exhibit 101) and that this personal action was taken by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation based upon Surine’s “disregard of Bureau 
nies and regulations.” The evidence indicated that Surine tendered a resigna 

n writing to the FBI February 7, 1950 (exhibit 103) He was advised by 


etter signed by J. Edgar Tloover, Director, dated February 9, 1950, that he 

eing dropped from the rolis of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
effective at the close of business February 8, 1950" (exhibit 104) Subsequently 
Surine was ndvised by letter dated March 6, LODO, signed by J Kdgar Lloover, 
it will not be possible to change the manner in which you were separated from 


the Bureznu’s rolls (exhibit) 105 The evidence is that Surine, by his ow 
testimony, submitted his resignation after “violating certain regulations (of 
the FBI and after learning that some disciplinary action was contemplated 


lle stated 

“Rather than take a transfer or cut in salary or some other aspect along that 
ine of disciplinary action, | submitted my resignation through my SAC.” (Rec 

Dp. VOSb6 

Surine states that in his original testimony on March 20, 1951, he had ne 
ntention to mislead the subcommittee about the circumstances of the termina 
on of his services by the FBI 

However, the subcommittee is of the opinion that this testimony, togethe 
with every other conflict in testimony of other withesses as to a material fact 
or facts as the record may disclose, should be transmitted to the Department of 
Justice for such action as it deems appropriate. 


Mr. Chairman, even though your committee reported S weeks avo 
“an apparent willful and knowing misstatement of a material fact.” 
under oath before this committee, by a man who is listed in youn 
report as Senator MeCarthy’s administrative assistant, this man still 
seems to he on the job and On his payroll, 

For further insight into the character and tactics of Mr. Surine, I 
suggest that this committee’s investigators study the testimony before 
the Senate Armed Services Committee on December 8, 1950, on the 
question of the confirmation of Mrs. Anna Rosenberg as Assistant 
Sec retary of Defense. This committee will recall the vicious smear 
campaign that was aimed at Mrs. Rosenberg, one of America’s most 
talented and distinguished citizens, a campaign that was resoundingly 
defeated. The allegations against Mrs. Rosenberg were disproved in 
their entirety by the FBI and the Armed Services Committee, but they 
nevertheless caused great pain to a great patriotic American who, at 
substantial personal and financial sacrifice, came to Washington to 
serve her country. 

\ key witness against Mrs. Rosenberg was a Mr. Ralph DeSola, who 


claimed he hac know!) he In) the John Reed Club. al dl who had been 
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inearthed by a Mr. Benjamin Friedman, a prime spreader of t] 

Communist charges against Mrs. Rosenbere. The testimony shows 
that, before DeSola and Friedman testified, Mr. Surine visited both 
of them in New York, accompanied by a Mr. idward Nellor, of the 
staff of Fulton Lewis. Jr. Mr. Nellor later testified that when he 
told Surine he was voing to New York to see DeSola Mr. Surine said 
‘T will talk to Joe”’—meaning Senator McCarthy—*"and he said ‘may 


he | should LO, too.” a ne testimony shows that the two men Su ne 
and Nellor went to see Mr. Friedman first. and that they carried with 
them a letter of introduction from Gerald L. K. Smith, the notorious 
inti-Semite. Mr. DeSola, later testifying as to his meeting with 
Nellor and Surine, said that one or the other of the two had identified 
himself as “an investigator for the Armed Services Committee of the 
Senate of the United States.” Mr. DeSola further testified that whe 
ne came to Washineton he checked in first at Senator McCarthy's 
office. 

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman. the entire allegation against Mrs. 
Rosenberg was blown up and wholly and immediately discredited by. 
iY things, the discovery by the FBI that the Anna Rosenberg 
who had belonged tothe John Reed Club was another woman, a Woman 
who has how been livine 11) California for vears. 

| submit that the record on Mr. Siu ne, bad as 
complete. He was never called to testify inthiscase. Mr. Chairman, 
| suggest that he be called now by yvour conimiittee as part of t 


process of validating or disproving the pattern of conduct I have 


been outlining in relation to his superior, Senator MeCarthy 


or ol 


Wnonh 


t sounds, Is not 


On iy second Case, | introduce nan recent exe hange ot letters. 
| ntroduces ‘l letter | wrote the Secretary of State, anda reply fron 
thie Deputy Under Secretary of State. Mr. Humelsine. I wrote as 


follow to Secretary Acheson o1 september Jy Adel read ng 


l observe in a news dispatch by Mr. George Weller printed in the Washi 


Star on February 12, 1951, and datelined from Rome, that Mr. Weller stated 
hat an American citizen named Charles Davis, who is identified as a confessed 
mer courier for the American Communist Party s bei held for trial by 
the Swiss authorities for espionage The dispatch also states that one of the 
charges on which Mr. Davis is being held is that he has operated as a priv: 
for Senator McCarthy It also goes on to reveal that the Swiss Communist 
Pau hopes to use this trial, against the background of Swiss neutrality sa 
levice to embarrass the American Government and to provide material for 
ropaganda use in the cold war against the west I also note that a me ten 
con nVing this dispatch states that Senator MeCarthy denies that either 
he or uny of his agents had hired Charles Davis 
I assume that the American consulate in Geneva has been following this case 
osely, and | would like the Department to supply me with the answers he 


owing questions 
lL. Does the evidence available indicate that Davis was employed by the 
' Senator McCarthy? 


2 De vou know what information Day Was assigned to get for Senator 
Vat ee 
3. Does the arrest and forthcoming trial of Davis provide a source of ¢ 
rri ment to the United States’ 
Very sincerely yours, 


[ added that third question even though if mav not seem cdire tly 


relevant to the question under discussion here today. | was Pers 
ally interested in the answer to the third question. However, the first 
t\ questiol are the key questions from the sta dpoint of my test 


OnV This Mornime. 
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Next I introduce Deputy Under Secretary Humelsine’s reply, dated 
September 27, 1951, and T submit it as exhibit J. 
(The document referred to above is as follows:) 


My Dear SENATOR BeENTON: In reply to your letter of September 21, 1951, 
Charles FE. Davis, an American citizen, was arrested by the Swiss police on 
November 19, 1950. Department of State officials in Switzerland have been 
informed by the Swiss authorities that the Swiss charges against Davis include 
an accusation that he offered his services to Senator McCarthy and accepted 
from the Senator or his agent “an order to gather information on the political 
activities of a diplomatic representative of the United States of America at 
Bern, His Excellency John Carter Vincent, and in delivering on this subject 
absolutely false information.” 

The Swiss authorities have also informed us that the “false information” to 
which they refer is a copy of a telegram to Mr. Vincent from a Mr. Stampfli, 
reputed to be a member of the Swiss Politburo, which Davis had forged. 

The Department of State is not in a position at this time to comment on the 


truth or falsity of these accusations It would not be appropriate to do so prior 
to trial by the Swiss court. Moreover, it is not possible at this time to evaluate 
extent to which the Cominform will be able to exploit this trial to the 
disadvantage of the United States and free world. 
With reference to your last question, it is apparent that the twofold character 
of the charges e., that an American was engaged in espionage in a friendly 


nation and that an agent was allegedly retained by a Member of the United 
States Senate to spy on the American diplomatic representative in that nation 
| verse effect on the foreign relations of this country. 


CARLISLE H. HUMELSINE, 
Deputy Under Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State.) 

Mir. Ch airm: iN, | h: ve said that this case ot Mr. Davis is merely 
presumptive evidence of lying—in this case, forgery—by a reputed 
agent of Senator Me¢ ‘arthy. 

Perhaps the words “presumptive ’ evidence” are too strong. | am 
ot trained legally, and in using “sup porting evidence,” as I did in 
Case No. 1. or presumptive evidence,” I am not sure I have used 
correct pl ir’: the legal sense, 

The pre eee ition, both of the forgery and of the connection of Mr. 
Davis with Senator McCarthy, is based on the assumption that the 
Swiss (zovernment miust have had considerable evidence to inclict 
Davis as an agent of Se nator MeCarthy, and as a forger, and to put 
him in jail and keep him in jail pe nding trial for almost a vear. They 
have had this man in jail since last November. 

I do, however, suggest that the Davis case, based on these serious 
charges by the Swiss Government, surely warrants investigation by 
your committee. We in the United States Senate may have an even 
bigger stake in this trial of Mr. Davis than have the Swiss people. 
I urge the committee to secure all the evidence regardless of the ver- 
dict in the trial, which I understand is scheduled to take place on 
October LD. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit far more knowledge of Senator McCar- 
thy’s associates than we now possess might help set in focus the pat 
tern of Senator McCarthy's conduct. The kind of associates he em- 
ploys may help demonstrate the amoral standards which seem to gov 
ern his operation as a United States Senator. 

The next two pages I ask be inserted here. as they are written at 
this point in my testimony, instead of earlier as I read them at thi 
request of the press. ; 

Senator Gitterre. Without objection, that will be done. 
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Senator Benron. Mr. Chairman, I am a of my presen- 
tation. It has been such a lengthy one that I feel it wise briefly to 
summarize the 10 case stories prey iously cited as sup santas g evidence 
for my general charges against Senator McCarthy of perjury and 
dasiathen of the Senate and, through his role as a Senator, deception 
of the American people: 

se No. 1 establishes that Senator MeCarthy appare ntly hed unde 
oath to a Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee last year by deny 


Ing he had said Ina speech at Wheeling. W. Va. that oa have here ll 


mv hand : i list of 205 names that were made known to the Secretary 
Ai Gch alte weaetdacea oF Cin Cidanaaaeta oe. This case a 
ther n die: ates deliberate deception of the Sen: » by senator Mi 


] 


thvin altering the text of that sensational anach when he read it into 


he Cor Tre ssional Record. 


Case No. ? illuminates the lack of character, ethical star larads, 
ind integrity of sSFenatol MeCarthy by deta ling his acceptance of] 
$10,000 from the Lustron Corp.. a COrpol ation which had had 


interest in the outcome of the deliberations of a Senate housing com 
mittee presided over by Senator McCarthy as acting chairmay 
vice chairman, and a corporation cle | 
turn is the concern of the Banking an 
Senator MeCarthy was a member 

; No. 3 highhehts Senator MeCarthy’s efforts to hoax the Ser 
ate with the incred ble charge that Gen. Gveorge Catlett Mai hall 

been part of il “conspiracy so immense and an infamy 0 black 
as to dwarf any previous such venture in the history of man.” 

Case No. 4 establishes that Senator McCarthy practiced calculated 
deceit on the United States Senate and the peopl of the country by 
falsely stating on the Senate floor that Senator Tydings had forced 
him to make public the hades of Government offi als ag Lnst 

unsubstantiated charges ot communism were directed. 

Case No. 5 reviews the fraud and deceit practiced by Senator M« 
Carthy on the Senate. on the people ot the U1 nited States. and on the 
people of Maryland through taking a. responsibility for what 
this subcommittee, in its investigation of » Maryland elections, al 
ready has branded as "a Raapicatle. sae street campaign, sig and 
particular through responsibility for the hes in its campaign tabloid 
rom the Reeord. 

Case No. 6 examines an instance of deliberate de eption of the Sen 
ate by Senator MeCarthyv in offering to repeat off the floor, away 
from the umbrella of senatorial immunity, libelous statements which 
ie later refused to repeat off the floor. 

Case No. 7 shows Senator Me¢ ‘arthy pressing on the Senate a claim 

) possess a so-called FBI chart consisting of photostats listine Com- 
munists in the State Department, when in fact, on the word of J. Edgar 
Hoover, the FBI “did not send any such chart to the State Depart 
ment and, of course, made no evaluation of information as was indi 
{ ited. . . 

Case No. 5 illustrates const 10us and deliberate deception of the 
Senate in Senator MeCarthy’s promise to list the names of 81 Com 
munists for any Senate committee a promise on which he Wis forced 
to renege—after implying they were the fruit of his own investiga 


tions 4 


\\ hom 


” 


cause In fact his cases obviously came from a 3 veal old list 
of unnamed cases previously compiled by a House cr mmittee. 
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Case No. 9 raises the question whether Senator McCarthy falsely 
accused Americans and excused convicted Germans involved in the 
infamous Malmedy Massacre, possibly On the Ssay-so of a member of 
the German underground, and whether Senator McCarthy deliberately 
hed about the Malmedy affair on the floor of the Senate. 

Case No. 10 adds to the evidence that Senator McCarthy himself 
committed perjury the further evidence that he continues to employ a 
man described by a Senate committee as his administrative assistant 
who, while in his employ, is charged with committing perjury as well 
as with other serious misdeeds. 

Mr. Chairman, the preparation of this testimony has been a long 
and arduous tas one that I have not relished, I am sure that listen 
ing to it has not been pleasant for your distinguished colleagues. 1] 
felt a compunctive duty to undertake this self imposed job to docu 
ment the pattern of conduct of Senator MeCarthy, which has cast 
such evrave reflections on the integrity of the United States Senate 
that I feel it can no longer be tolerated by us as Senators. 

I do not suggest that these 10 case stories which I have submitted 
to you by any means exhaust the flood of material that has poured 
n upon me and my office staff. Quite the contrary. These could be 
mult plied to an extent I've had no time to determine. 

I shall not attempt to tell {he members of this committee how to 
assess the 10 pnclin dual storie I have submitted aus e\ idence, or what 
to do about them. 

Manifestly, there is considerable variation as to stories and as evi 
dence and as to the impact of the stories. IT put my faith, Mr. Chair 
man, in the wisdom and the judicial integrity of the members of your 
most eminent group. 

| have reearded if as my prin Ipal duty here only to present SOME 
pertinent facts in an effort to help this committee determine whether 
the record now requires a further investigation as to Senator M« 
Cart! vs fitness to sit in the United States Senate. It is you who must 

etermine the de eree of his gu It and, if he is or Itv, the most suitable 
form of punishment. 

T! ere hh ive hee) thre causes } mode 1 TIMES, | a told. where i 
vote of censure has been deemed more suitable than outright expulsion. 
This possibility has been mentioned to me informally by several 
Senators. While my own personal conviction, as expressed in my 
resolution, looks to expulsion as the appropriate action, T have learned 
that mit \ senators seem so Gun hy ot the 1 junction nh the Con 
stitut on that the senate Is responsible for the qualifications ot its 
Men bers that I fear some might even prefer to let a State send i 
proved scoundrel to the Senate to any attempt at his expulsion. 1] 
concede further that there is appeal in the argument often advanced 
1O me that senatrol Met arthy has served » of his 6 years and it 
won't be long before the voters of Wisconsin will have their chance 
to expel Senator MeCarthy. 

If it is the judgement of this committee that a resolution of censure 
is at this time more suitable and more practi al, | shall with confidence 
look to Wisconsin, awakened to the problem by such a resolution of 


censure, to see to it that my conviction Is acted lipon and that Senator 
AT c( ‘arthy Is expelled ‘ut the polls, 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot conclude mv testimony without expressing 
my oreat pride in the United States Senate. ot whit h ] have the honor 
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to be a Member. In my 20 months’ service in it, as well as through 
my close work with many Senators and Senate committees in my three 
previous assignments in Washineton, I have found that almost all 
[’nited States Senators are deeply conscious of their great respon 
sibilities. I have found that membership in the Senate in itself evokes 
nmena capacity To rise above thre mselves, to rise to the highest and 
noblest call of their country’s need and its highest aspirations. — | 
\ ish and hope this nueht he true of every single senator. Huma 

iture being what it is, it Is amazing the extent to which it is true. 


Mr. Chairman, among the high aspirations of our country is the 
deal of fair play. Fair play—this is what we try to inculate into 
our children. That is what we try to measure up to in our own eyes. 

In Col lusion, | ubmit th) if t | ere Is one ace of hypocrisy whi I} 


most offends the deepest convictions of the Christian conscience and 
o the American spirit of justic and fair play. That act is to pul 


the brand of oullt oO} Wn mmnocent man. I submit that there is no 
e who has erred more recklessly and maliciously in this respect tha 
senatol Joseph MeCarthy. Let us now remember the words of 


[sn al: “Woe unto them that call ev 1| eood and POOoU evil.” 

Senator Gitterre. Thank you, Senator Benton. 

Senator Benton. Lam profoundly grateful for the attentiveness of 
vou and yvour committee, Mr. Chairman. I couldn’t be more grateful 
or the courteot smanner in which all of you have listened to me this 


Senator GILLETTE. Senator, we are erateful to vou because we know 
you have worked long and painstakingly at this task to which you set 
vourself, The committee. of course, Nn evaluating th S ana Any sub 


sequent testimony it sees fit to tuke W 1] reach if Wh col husio} Sas to 


f proper method, 
Off the record. 
Discussion ott the recora, ) 
Senator GitLerre. It is the decision of the members of the subeon 
mittee that the record that was plaved, purporting to be the sound 
f conversation or voices of Senator MeCarthy and others be retained 
the committee files as part of our record in this case and available 
for such use as they see fit to put it to. 
Also, without objection. the exhibits that were referred to and pal 
[ lly quoted from in the hearmg by the witness, Senator Benton. 
without objection they will be retained in the committee files and hot 
corporated in the record, but will remain as part of the record in the 
files of the committee. 
Senator Benton. Except the parts IT have selected from them and 
quoted in my testimony: is that right ? 
Senator GiuLerre, Of course, they are already a part of the record. 
that acceptable 4 Without objection, that will be done. 
The committee will rise and reassemble at 3 o'clock, in this room. 
(Whereupon, at 1:05 p. m., a recess was taken until 3 p. m., of the 


I 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Phe subcommittee reconvened at 3:20 p. m.) 
Senator GILLETTE. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Phe subcommittee meets pursuant to recess taken before the lunch 
hour, and it was announced that we would ask Senator Benton to 
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come back in the event that any of the members of the subcommittee 
had some questions they wished to ask concerning the presentation 
he made this morning or any related matters. 

Senator Hennings. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions at this time. 

Senator Gritetre. Senator Monroney / 

Senator Monroney. None at this time. 

Senator GiLLerrr. Senator Hendrickson. 


TESTIMONY OF HON. WILLIAM BENTON—Resumed 


Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, I have but one question at 
this time. On this morning, Senator Benton, you made a statement 
to the effect that in a speech Senator McCarthy took for his text or 
took his text from a House committee report. Do you recall that 
reference ? 

Senator Benron. I am not sure I said he took the House committee 
report as his text, but I did mean to show that these 81 case stories 
which he listed number by number, detailing them and giving each 
a paragraph or so of description, was material from a House committee 
report. I’m told that frequently Senator McCarthy used the material 
almost word for word from the House report, so that one can take the 
Congressional Record. on case number SO -and- So in Senator Me 
Carthy’s presentation and case number so-and-so in the House com- 
mittee re ae of 2 or 3 years earlier, and the language is so identical] 
in case after case that it could not have happened accidentally. 

Senator fin NpRICKSON. Now, did I understand you correct ly when 
vou said you were informed of this fact by some key person in the 
State o De partment with whom you had a very — association ¢ 


Senator Benton. Yes. | wais having dinner t about that time, and 
ect Mr. Howe who is here \y ith me sitti Ing behind me, was also at 
ten ‘di nner, with a man with ie we had been associated in th 


State Department, also with his wife and other people, and _ this 
dinner in front of a group of people, not just to me privately, but i 
acd nner table conversation, he made thi is allegation at some length : and 


! some detatl. 


Senator Hrenprickson. This is the allegation which brought you 
such surpl ise / : 

Senator Brenton. Yes, which I could not accept at the time, becans 
at the time this seemed to me neredible and rather unbelievable. Re 
member, this was the Spee h that pre Ipitated the Tydings investiga 
tion, the key speech because of which the Tydings committee was set 
up. It doesn’t seem credible that the material was not only old and 
discredited, but right out of a House committee report. te 


Senator Hrenprickson. I wonder, Senator, if we mav have the 
name of the keyman in the State Department. IT am not ‘asking that 
you divulge it here, but may the committee have that name for it 
information. , 

Senator Benron. Yes, I would be elad to give you his name, but | 
want you to remember this was a dinner table discussion and not any 
thi wIng ‘offici: il on his part. 

Senator Henprickson. I understand th: at. 

Senator Benron. And that I was telling a story about myself, rathe: 
than about him, merely to show that I feel that many Senators mu 





a 
s 
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have reacted similarly and on many occasions to the kind of charges 
which they have heard leveled against Senator Mc ‘Carthy, some of 
which I was outlining this morning. They sound unbelievable—until 
they accumulate. 

Peg. particular man was Mr. Charles Hulten. He was at that time 

» Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Administration. He is 
now in Europe, still with the Department. My understanding is that 
his prese nt role } is a sort of : L general liaison man in Kurope for the 
ictivities of the Publie Affairs Division under Mr. Barrett. 

Senator Henprickson. It was not my purpose when I asked you 
the question to make you put it in the record at this time. 1 just 
vanted the name to be available. 

sSenntol By NTON. ] do not believe he would object al all or L would 

ive asked that I be excused from putting lis name in the record. 

What I have done here today is to make a confessional to him that 
| al cd hot believe him then but I cd believe him how, | am how saying 

was right after all, but L could not believe it at the time. 

Senator Henprickson. Well, the junior Senator from New Jer 
ey wants to thank you for makine the name available and putting it 

the record. 

I have no other questions at this time, Mr. irman, but I do feel 
that we should be afforded another 8 oy to question Senator 
Benton. 

The statement he has made is very excellent and I think requires 
some study. After I have had a 1 Opportunity to ake a ee 
study, I may have some questions that I would like to ask the distin- 
gulshed Senator later. 

Senator Benron. I do not object to that at all, Mr. Chairman, ex 
ept that I plead frankly with the committee that this is a highly 
complicated matter of infinite ramifications, Naturally there are 
many areas connected with Senaror McCarthy's pattern of conduct on 
which | could not pretend to be expe -< and there il e ple hnty oft ques 
ons that might occur to this committee that I am not sure | would 
ave the capacity to answer. 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smiru. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Giuuterre. Mr. Moore, counsel. 

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Benton, in your statement this morning you made refer- 
ence to other events which have been brought to your attention and 
which in your opinion further proved the case which you were de- 
veloping this morning. Would you care to explain the basis upon 
which you selected these 10 instances and did not count the others / 

Senator Ben'ron. That is a very penetrating question, Mr. Chair- 
man. After I introduced my resolution calling for the expulsion of 
Senator Me( ‘arthy, I received a lot of mail about the Senator and 
lis past, and a lot of suggestions began to flow in to me. My phone 
began to ring, telegrams arrived, letters came in from people wanting 
to contribute to my knowledge on this subject and urging information 
upon me, 

Let me begin by saying that many of these ideas came from people 
with ideas - removed from my own ideas of what my testimony 
ought to be, as, for example, people who had served wi vane Senator Me- 
Carthy in ia Marine outfit in the Pacific, who suggested I go into 








OO INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


his war service and I received a good deal of mail about his back 
eround in Wisconsin. 

Now these were charges and statements and claims which I have 
not attempted to investigate or validate. I discovered very early 
is I looked toward these hearings today, that I had to set up some 
standard to guide myself on the kind of material that I would re 
ject and the kind that I would try to run down further, knowing 
that my capacity was limited at best. Very early I decided to ex 
clude anything from the testimony I was to prepare for you that 
happened before Senator McCarthy came into the Senate. 

Those of you who have read these extraordinary articles in the 
New York Post or followed the articles in the Milwaukee Journal 
know how many charges there are relating to Senator MeCarthy’s 
past. I suppose for every man in the Senate there are some charges 
and countercharges of one kind or another about those things that 
h ippened to him before he came Into the Senate. The difference On 
se Aton McCarthy is the nature of the ¢ hares and the volume. 

However. I deliberately deeided to exc] ide all material dealing 

th income taxes, with reprimands by the Supreme Court of Wis 
consin, and all other such things. 

Secondly, I decided that thi }} nerpal case Tor me to put Into pel 
spective for vou, mt ch the most lMiportant case, was the fundamen 
il theme which I have called Senator MeCarthy’s pattern of con 
duct as a Senator. I therefore excluded and did not try to run 
down or document leas which came to me outside ot that particular 
pattern, including matters pertaining to his private lfe—othe1 
nes which. so far a I was concerned in this testimony, | regarded 
mw bHbusimess evel f the events alleged happened after his 
entrance into the Senate. 

These two decisions norrawed mv area ot testimony to a limited 
one B il | then had il Important problem ot exclusion even within 

it narrow aren because the material is very oreat, Kor example, let 


lus take the speech on General Marshall, to which l referred thi: 


orning very briefly. Here we have a staggering and to me. ot 
course, a terrifying document. It takes two full evenings just Te 
rend it. A man who wanted to take that 65,000-word speech and 


devote the t me To studvine It could. if he wished, produce a book 


itions, sinister Innuendoes, and direct statements 


Hol ts nip 
of fact as well as misstatements. 

Books are written and published every day on matters of fan 
less significance and importance than this speech. 1 use it now as 
an example to show that I had to choose to the best of my ability 

most easily documented: I rather hastily and Su} erficially decided 
on the 10 | submitted this morning. 

! originally had 15 tentative cases. T excluded 5 of them because 
I did not have the time. e1 ergy, or staff to develop them. and thes 


k and easy to explain as some of 


] + ; 1 
qd not seem to me quite as qulic 


the others I picked. 

Mr. Moorr. Senator, those five which you excluded also occurred 
during the time of Senator Met arthy’s 

menatol By NTON, Yes. But even before | excluded these live there 
vere a good many others excluded. As I recall, in my first writte1 
outln e | had 15. Hov ever, | did hot try to take five of them throug! 


To The point ot doecume} tation. 
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Mr. Moore. Should the subcommittee desire, would that informa 
on be available to the committee if it wishes to examine it / 

Senator BENTON, Yes: but I’m not sure it would help much. Since 
| have testified this morning I have had two men approach me offer 
hg sper lal documentation on two more incidents. The committee | 
going to have no trouble finding many allegations and stories that 
t cnn. if it wishes, investigate. 

J t the files of ihe Milwaukee Journal and these storie in ft 
Post alone provide plenty of potential material. 

| do hot hold much brief for the stuff in iy files wh Cc 


Kpiored, ot documented. and ] do not want to get into a posit O} 


nvselt ot doing thine'’s that | charge other people WW th do ne, al cd 
inless I have dow umented the case to mv own satisfaction. | 1) oht 


hesitate to turn it over to the committee. 
ad to talk to the investigators, and if I have 


ly documented to warrant being 


I will of course be o 


tnVthIMe \ hich se ms to me sufficient 
irned over. | \ il] be @lad to do it. 
Nir. Voor! In the hioht oft yvour last tatement., Senator Bento 
2 ay 1] 
IKe lil 


I would like to « vour attention to a statement at the top of page o 
: I | 


] 


~ you prepared testimony, where you have ated that you wo ld 
trv hot to cover many events. 

Senator Benron. Where is this statement / 

Mr. Moorr. Page 5, top paragraph, Senator. Your statement is, 


] } ' i : : 
thle I} have been brought LoOmvV attention ana Which Would, 


\ 
\\ 


' ' . «a 
it seems to me, further prove the Case I shall develop this mor ne. 


You Is) t stutemen | beheve Wot] | (} ialify that to the extent which 


| / 


mioh prove the cas 


. : ' 
senatol 13) NTON. No: Tthn k these fiv »other cases that [tentatively 


mithned would furthe prove the ease. These 5 were in the sani ry 


ral pattern as the 10 L submitted, but I did not document them, I 
ala ot explore then { oroughtly, ana right now | Cul “4 even reme 

1 them. 

lt ny recollection that they would further add to the proof { 


lt Wit! nn) { tation that | brought before t committer 
document that too) hours to read 1) preparing I felt more 
Chea e that periia | hould « il down evel rurthel ecause OT the 

1 on the conil iee of ha Yr tO listen to UU Word | 

} the line at some point. 

| : | l 1 > 

Mi \I ORE. Senator, again wi ile vou have the statement 1 tre 

[ you, would you please turn to page 7, the second full paragraph : 

. i i - i 

Here in these three exhib we have he Worl estimor f the two 1 li 
fficials—and the new story of Mr. Desmond—which together seem to show 
onclusively that Senator McCarthy made the 1 ( ent that lye ad in 

nd “a t of BOD’ —and then dot known to the Secretary of State 


; ] - l } 
‘think that vou would want the statement to show the omission 


{ words “made known to the Secretary of Stite iy ise eX I 
> - | 1? 
\ B. page 7 in each instance of exhibits A and By and Lam quoting 
r'¢ Nt \ mnad a list of th Ot 
} } } Wl othe ss etary tT State 
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up until 4 o’clock the two previous nights finishing the writing of this 
document, and almost that late the 2 nights before, and I had noi 
had a chance to proofread this mimeographed version before | ap 
peared before you this morning. I was reading the mimeographed 
pages for the first time when I appeared this morning. I agree with 
Mr. Moore’s point and I am sure there may be other minor points 
which require typographical corrections. 

I picked up half a dozen tiny little corrections myself as I went 
through the 59 pages this morning. I am very glad your counse 
has just made that correction. 

Mr. Moore. That appears also, Senator Benton, on page 3; 

Senator Ginterre. You would like to have the record show that / 

Senator Benton. Yes I would, Mr. Chairman. I am grateful t: 
counsel, 

Senator Hennings. Mr. Chairman, may I make a suggestion / 

Senator Gitterre. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Hrenninas. May I suggest, Senator Benton, that when op 
portunity atfords, that you go over the entire transeript of the state 
ment and make such corrections of typographical errors or factual 
errors if there be any factual errors, so that this committee ery the 

ike corrections upon the copies which have been handed to us? 

Senator Benron. I am very grateful for that suggestion, Mr 
(Chairman. ; 

| rewrote this so often, the first half of it at least. that I could al 
most recite some passages by heart. I do not think there is any 
change I will want to make on any matter of fact unless someone can 


point out errors of fact to me. I suspect the other corrections are so 


minor that I actually picked up most of them as I went through my 
presentattol this morning, but I welcome the chance to go through 
once more, 

Senator HenninGs. Transposition of words or something. 

Senator Benron. Yes. [noticed a split infinitive this morning that 
I shall be happy to have the chance to correct. 

Senator Ginuetrre. That opportunity will be given as suggested by 
Senator Hennings. , 
Mr. Moorr. Just one or two more questions, Senator Gillette. 

\lso on page 7, Senator Benton, there is a reference to a letter 
to Senator Tydings from Mr. Austin Wood. The other letters which 
you have referred to here have been supplied us, and I was wondering 
if your staff will make a copy of that available also. 

Senator Ben'ron. Would you give me the line? 

Mr. Moorr. Yes; it is immediately following the first quotation. 
You have a paragraph beginning “Mr. Austin V. Wood, vice presi 
dent and general manager re 

Senator Benron. Is this page 77 Oh, yes. We can, I am told, 
produce that letter. Do you want that letter for your report of the 
hearings / 

Mr. Moore. If we might. 

Senator Benton. Yes: I shall get that letter and furnish that t 
the committee. ¥ 4 

Senator Ginterre. It will be received and put in the record. 

Senator Brenron. I think I have a copy in my office right now, and 
I shall try to veta photostat of the original. 
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Mr. Moore. Senator, one final question if T may. On page 4, the 
last full paragrap yh, vou made the statement that the committee mia 
decide to extent d the Inquiry into the record of Joseph R. Me arth 
n the years prior to his entrance into the United States Senate. O14 
course, your own resolution by its terms is limited to activities sinc 
his election to the Senate. 

Senator Benron. Yes 

Mr. Moors. Is this to be construed as a recommendation / MO VE 

tend by that language to recommend that the Senate do go beyon 

e terms of the resolution ? 

Senator Brenron. It 1s not unheard of for Senate ec himiittees 

id resolutions that are brought before them. I have no knowl Choe 
of what the decision of this committee may be on the type o1 the fin 
ther investigation I have called for. If I now thought that the com 

ttee felt 1 had thoroughly proved my case this morning, 1 would 
t want the inquiry extended one step further. But expulsion is a 
ost serious matter, as Senator Hendrickson suggested, and as I also 
qd ih my opening para graphs t this morning: and thus it e ld be 
it the committee mig ws decide that the doubt is sufficient about this 
tern of conduct I | e described so that a longer period should be 
rown open for Cd 

| would hope that this would not be necessary ; but, if I have not 
made my case today and were then @wlven a second chance to appear 

fore this committee the second chance that 1s seldom Yiven to men 
n life ] would consider starting with a different kind of material 
and making a different kind of presentation but still aimed toward the 
same vel eral conclusion, still keved to the same basic e] arge, the same 
ential pattern of conduct. 

Mir. Moore. There is, of course, a split of opimion as to whether thi 
senate heey ‘xpel a Member for conduct prior to his election. 

Senator Benton. Lam not suggesting that conduct prior to electio 

ould warrant ¢ xpulsion. My « hh; irve is not so much the conduet itself 
tt any one moment or 1n any one incident only. My charge of this 

Orhning Is a pattern ot conduct that rubs throug hh all these Various 

e stories which I have outlined. 

I stated this morning to the committee that I believe one reason this 
conduct has been allowed to go on so long is that each single ceaencneent 
n itself has seemed insutlicient to take the time and attention of t 
L nited States Senate from its many very serious duties. The Senate 

is had neither time nor desire to focus its attention on just what 
appened and on the grave and damning implications in a given 
rticular event. It is the cumulative effect of the 10 cases which 
ule me give them. 

Now, if 2O cases are needed to make this pattern of conduct even 
ore clear. then I would favor the 20 cases, and cases which help 
tablish a pattern of conduct could come just as easily from before a 
nd election as after a man’s election, though | agree that the events 
hemselves before his election would not meter warrant expulsion, 

L do not know the constitutional or legal prob lem involved here. 
lam just elving my opinion. 

Mr. Moorr. I was just wondering whether that statement there ind 
ited a belief on your own part that the body may take cognizance of 


Ct prior to election. 
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Senator Benron. | thought such conduct could be relevant to indi 
cate that the Senator from Wisconsin did not suddenly become a 
different man when he entered the United States Senate. He did not 
arrive in Washington, take off his coat, and then suddenly alter his 
basic and characteristic attitudes. 

However. | agai want to make clear that I have not studied and | 
un not prepared to document anything that happened before Senator 
MeCarthy’s entrance into the Senate nor am I today prepared to make 
ny charges except as illustrated by ri 10 cause stories as presented 

morning. 

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Senator Benton. 

senator MonrRoN] Yy. Could | ask one question ¢ 

Senator GILLerre. Yes, Senator. 

senator MoONRONI me Pave tthe middle of the page, Senatol Bento . 


you say reading 
In sup t of conzressiol m1 initv, the Constitution provides that Senat 
ind Representatives “shall not be questioned in any other place” for what the 
The clear intent of the Constitution is that Senators shall be accountab 
he Senate That is what I propose today: to call Senator McCarthy t 
‘ s fe 1) 
7 ] 


ih vour study of this matter, did vou run into any precedent Or Case 


: . . : 
stories where this has been done by the United States Senate / 


Senator Benton. I have t memorandum here by the voune at 
rney on my stath to which | referred earlier, which seems to m 
T< ad tT; th l'¢ re some ‘ ry pore ed hts 


t 
he precedent that I cited as [| began this morning, of Senator 





Blo nit « f Tennessee, eelns to mea valid one, ] his | the first case Ot 
tmanever expelled from the Senate. 

Senatol MoNRONEY. 1} { it cause thie actions did not oecur as vo 
ive explained here in state) ents generally on the floor of the Senati 


> ‘ 
~enator BENTON, No. 


sehnavlol \I NRONEY I meni 1! voly he senatol al HiddUNIe il 
s t question | s seeking an answer to Is there any « 
precedenl where the Senatl - : hi “cd, since there ho accou 
it courts of law for libel or slander, to be the judge of what 
don the floor d it s the checkre iwainst unreasonab 
) i¢ ded LLeTL { Ih} che 4 
senatol 3) NTON Ilere Is ne ase oT Senator Simmons, Senator fy 
Rhode Island from 1541 to 1847 and from 1857 to 1862. He 
expelled from the Senate on the erounds he had used his oficial nf} 
ence for private monetary gain. UAs a precedent, that is certain 
directly line with the testimony given on the Lustron case t! 
Qn your specific questions on senatorial immunity, none of 1 
descriptions I have here of these cases would seem to fit. To th 
extent at least, this part OF my testimony may be dealing with fre 


eround. I do not know, as I have not checked, but I think vour que 
i 


ono rht to be checked mu I) more ¢ irefully. 


‘T] el randum cites many mteresting cases, Of com eQ. A lot 
es, 15 of e YT cases, developed in the Civil Wat period « 
ree of treason. it) is almost half of the 27. This mav hel 


| 


l rely t | e Senate has been willing to con ider expul 1a)? 
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This again shows what an important question you are considering 
today. In line with the discussion some of us heard at the Rules Com 
mittee the other morning, I agree that the charge I have made is not 
one to be entered upon lightly. I do not think there is going to be 
Mii in} suc hy Cc thi arges sud le nly de ‘Ve loped re |; iting to various Senators. 

‘use it Isa great responsibili t\ fora man totake, and I m: LV Say that 
a nner ny brings all kinds of consequences in its train that none 
ot u elcome or seek, 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the Senator has 
made any study of the proceedings which were taken in these cases. 

Senator BENTON. ‘| hey seem to have varied a creat deal, Senator 
LH nda ickson, Of the 2] show nto have heen formally —— by this 
memorandum, 15 were expelled by a two-thirds vote and 6 by a simple 
ajority. Perhaps that indicates the rules changed somew here alo 
e line. In addition, there were the six who resigned under fire. 
Senator Henprickson. What I meant, Senator Benton, is how did 
they get to a vote on the floor of the Senate? What proceedings did 
hey follow to get to a vote? Have you studied that phase of the 

atter / 

Senator Benron. In the Blount case, the Senate expelled by a vote 
of 25 tol. Inthe Breckenridge case, 37 to 0, and thus the vote seems 
to Vary. 

Senator HENNINGS. That wasa Civil War case. 

Senator Benron. That was a Civil War case; yes. 

Senator HENNINGs. ‘The southern Senators were not sitting. 
Senator HENDRICKSON. Did these cases come upasa result of com 
ttee action or did they come straight to the floor of the Senate / 
Senator Benron. I do not have this record, but when I inquired 
from our Parliamentarian, Mr. Watkins, about the authority of your 
ommittee over this case, about its jurisdiction, he pointed out to me 
that lap committee, though now a subeommittee of the Rules Com 
mittee, is a direct and lineal descendant of a prior st; anding committee 
which e slated before a il reorganiz ition and which had 
responsibility in this ar a going bac k overa long pe r iod ot decades. 

Mhe facts should be set before a committee. This note I have just 
been handed says “either Judiciary or Privileges and Elections,” and 
the committee then recommends to the Senate the indicated action 
If the committee decides the man should be expelled, it then takes such 
i resolution to the Senate. 

Now, what the distinction is between the role of the Judiciary Com 
mittee and that of your Committee on Priv ileges and Elections, L do 
not know, except Mr. Watkins felt this particular case belonged here 
before your committee. 

senator Hi NDRICKSON, The reason ] have asked these questions Is 
because I frankly have some concern as to jurisdictional questions 
WW hu hy are involved. 

Senator Benton. All IT can answer here, Mr. Chairman, is to quote 
my conversations with Mr. Watkins in which he seemed to think the 
precedents were clear, and the jurisdiction was without question in 


+} 


iH 


the hands of your committee, 
Senator Henprickson. In other words, he thought that the proce 
dure hould be somewhat akin or to bea sort of coun terpart of : rane 
iy proceeding where the grand jury sifts the evidence first to find 


i 
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out if there isa prima facie case and, if there isa prima facie case, then 
they make a presentment, 

Senator Benron. I did not inquire of Mr. Watkins on that point, 
he view of your chairman: that 


but my Impression is that that was t 
he thought you would hold this preliminary hearing along the lines 
Senator Hendrickson has just indicated. But 1 got that idea from 


your chairman rather than from Mr. Watkins. 

Senator Hrenprickson. I trai ty have wondered, Senator, whi, 
since you were Qoimg to make these Very serious charges, Vou did hot 
make them directly from the floor of the Senate and make them from 
the floor of the Senate on motion. 

senavrcor 11 NTON. Deo Vou think that would have been i better Way 


to do it? LT thoueht when L made the charges that further investi 


lit alt be required 11 order to sat i\ Theda \ senators ot Lhe 


validity of the charges. 
Phe sehate itself isnot an investigatin 


me better To present i. resolution so that, if my ey idence failed wholly 


! } ] ] . . ! 
rpody, and thus 1f seemed to 


to persuade the Senate but indicated that a further examination and 


ration Was 1a cated, | \\ ould have a procedure, 1h the form Ol 


vest 
ttee and its staff, to carry forward. 


a COomMMnit 


Now. if I thought that I could persuade two-thirds of the Senate. 


f | thought L could wet them all on the floor to listen to me personally 

TO? long enough for me tom ike the presel tation | made to vou th 
j 1 } . 

morning, and to give me a chance to persuade them and prevail upor 


them, L would agree with vou that no further investigation nueht ay 


needed and that your suggestion might have been preferable. 1 did 


ot have that much confidence In my capacity with the Senate. 

~ t 1 | ey? | wel) hes ‘ » oly 

Senavol Hi NDRICKSON, Ohncaerer why the Senator did not pre 
eeed in that inanne! 


Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman, I am informed by good author 
tv. I th nk. that this committee, the predeces or committee of whi 


committee is the legitimate heir, Privileges and Elections, cami 
{ » bene n IS¢] and that all cases since Is71 have gone through tl 
onduct for presentation to the Senate. 
Senator Henprickson. | realize that is true, but that would not 
> the Senator trom proceeding hy motion directly on the floor. 
Senator Benton. But if I had the chance, which I hoped LT might 
ive when | read the Maryland election report, to appear before a 


roup that has had a lot ot Dae koround and experience On the kind Ol 


problems which ] have presented this mornings, and to enlist the 
judgement as to whether there is any real need for further Investion 
tion, this seemed to me much more preferable to making a presentatio 
to 90 Senators without similar backoround, evel if | could vel then 
all to listen to me. 


Senator HenprrcKson. [am not passing judgment on either manne! 


of pi cedure at this point, 
Senator Benton. But when the charge came up on the qualification 
ot cert ii} members of this committee, as leveled by senator McCarthy, 
I felt very strongly then, and I still feel stronely, that this committer 
by far the best qualified group in the Senate to study this matte 
Only vour committee had that lone. painful. ipplied, and concer trate 
rthe M irviat d election. This gives to this co 


] 
} 


} 


mittee va pba koround which Ss not shared yy any other Viembe} 
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Senatol GILLETTE. Well, the fact remains that it is before this 
committee. 

senator Benton. | agree, too, that the fact remains that maybe 
there was some better way to have gone at my objective, but I did not 
know what it was. 

Senator GILLETTE. Any legal questions we will have to resolve [s 
there anything further in the way of questions ¢ 

Senator SmirtH. Mr. Chairman, I night call the committee’s at 


te t on to these precedents that Mrs. Johnson got trom our comniittee 


file. Mrs. Johnson is the committee clerk. Some of them we have 
ilready studied in the past, but [am sure it would prove very interest 

Oo to make tl thorough SPUCLY ot them because | notice the PP \ lege 
and Elections Subcommittee has at various times voted on such reso 
lutions. 

Senator GILLETTE. I am sure our legal staff will make a thorough 
study. 

Senator Hennines. Including the La Follette case, Mr. Chairman, 


1917 where hearings were held for a period of some 14 months 
Senator Benton. May I suggest that the six cases of the men wh 
resigl ed be rn luded., because if au man resions on the eve of what he 
{ NKS Mia be an untavorable verdict. from the standpoint f rr 


edent it may have equal validity with that of a mat 


} 
intit the vote was taken and then was actua 


Senator GILLETTE. That is a problem that we have before us, and 
of course we will make a study of it before we make a report of any 
kind 

Senator Benton. I do not nk I have done ju e to Senato 
Monr eV s question [I do not kno llist he t al f 

I ect that those parts of my testimony this morning which dea 

deliberate deceit on the floor of the Senate may not have clear-cut 
recedents to warrant expulsion, because of them alone, or because 
OT anv one s h case alone 

Senator Monroney. The thing that I was trvine to determine n 
( nterpretation of the Constitution that e shall not be held 

ntable in any other place whether they are with any ot ler prec 

Nt ere le Sehate tself ha considered { elt the 1 ehttu source 
I t ire in case the limits of good taste, truthtulnes mad t ne 
Ol il k ad had not been ol served by a te llow Nel Lol | V« H(t ke 

ive the Legislative Reference Service look up that a lestlo Ma 
pel ips see 1f the re is invthing In precedents. 

Senator Benron. I have not studied it. but I have been in the Senate 

he enough so that it would amaze me to discover th it the senate 


i ever expelled a man fo. ALY one speech, two speeches 
peeches, four speeches mavbe, 
MI \ irgument of today. a} part, is that when the spe 


ePCHes become a 


ern oft conduet ot deceit and fi il él. and they are supplemented 


| CO] plemented hy all the othe) actions wh ch | have dese} bed 
vou ft Cs morning, then vour committee has ample erounds fo. 


Senator Giuterre. Well, thank vou verv much. Senat Bento 


\t the time this meeting was scheduled Senator McCarthy wa 


l that he could appear, could be present at the time your testi 
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Senator Me¢ ‘arthy was also advised that if he wanted to present an 
matter in connection with this to the Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections, we would fix a time for this, and you are also advised that 
at that time it is the decision of the committee that you will have th 
priv ilege of being present WW ithout, of course, the privilege of Cross 
examination. 

You have presented to us a very comprehensive document here whi 
verifies the statement you made of the long time and effort that yo 
have expended on it. Lam sure the members of the subcommittee hav: 
not had an opportunity in the short time that they have heard it rea 
and in many instances through excerpts, to give it the study am 
thought that they would want 0 give it. 

Senator McCarthy has advised that he is out of the city and expect 
to he hack, | know he 5 St heduled [oO appear before the Subcon 
mittee on Foreign Relations on the matter of the Jessup nominatio 
Tuesday mor ing. We cannot fix the time to hear senator Met ‘arth 
f he cares to appear before us, until we have contacted him, and y« 
will be advised when that time is decided on so that if you care ti 
you can appear and attend the session at that time. 

Senator Benron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gittetre. We appreciate very much your courteous prese) 
tation here. 

Senator Benron. I must have appeared before congressional com 
mittees certainly more than al hundred times, and I must say I have 
never been listened to with such courteous attention, Mr. Chairman, 
as by your committee today, and T am very grateful for it. TI have 
perhaps appeared before more congressional committees than othe 
Members of the Congress. 

Senator Gitterre. On behalf of the members I thank you. 

The subcommittee will rise and reassemble on call of the Chan 

(Whereupon, at 4 p. m., the hearing was adjourned. ) 
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MONDAY, MAY 12, 1952 


UNIrep STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTER ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

Phe subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a. m., in the 
caucus room, Senate Office Building, Senator Guy M. Gillette (chai 
man of the subcommittee ) presiding. 

Present: Senators rillette, Monroney, Hennings, and Hendrickson. 

\lso present: Senators William Benton and Eugene R. Millikin: 
Grace E. Johnson, chief clerk: John P. Moore. counsel: Philip R 
Monahan and Israel Margolis. assistant counsel, 

Senator GutLeTre. The subcommittee will come to order. This is the 
subcommittee popularly called the Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections which is a duly appointed subcommittee of the Senate 
standing Committee on Rules and Administration charged with stu 
dies and investigations and responsibilities within a certain area laid 
down in the Reorganization Act as one of the areas for the Subcom 
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

The subcommittee meets this morning on the call of the chainmman. 

This meeting was directed by the subcommittee in an executive 
SeSSION On May he LOO eS when it was decided to hold further public 


hearin 


os on some phases of Senate Resolution 187. 

On August 6, 1951, Senate Resolution 187 was introduced in the 
Senate by senator William B nton, of Connecticut, and Was referre d 
hy the President of the Senate to the Committee on Rules and Ad 
ministration. The resolution proposes an inquiry to determine 
ther the Committee on Rules and Administration should initiate 

ction with a view toward the expulsion ‘rom the United States 
mse te of Senator Joseph R, MeCarthy, of Wisconsin. 

{) \ugust 8, 1951. the chairman of the Committee on Rules and 
\dmuinistration referred the resolution to the Subcommittes on Privi 

and Elections 
() September 98. 1951, the subcommittee received i) op SPSS1OnN 
i] statement, under oath, from Senator Benton in support of the 
olution, m which he summarized his charges. 
\t the meeting today, which is regularly called, there are present 
itor Hennings, Senator Monroney, and Senator Hendrickson 
nad thr chairman, senatol Gillette. which under the rules constitutes 
i quorum, 

Senator Welker, the fifth member of the subcommittee, has informed 
the chairman that he is unable to be present today, but his administra 
tive issistant Is in attendance here to observe in behalf of Senator 


HO 
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Welker. We havea quorun for the purpose of transacting such busi 


ness a sha | be take) Up. 

\ nvitation was extended to Senato1 MeCarthy to attend th 
publi earring and to appe r before the subcommittee, relative to the 
matters to be taken up. However, Senator MeCarthy rejected th 
nvitation bv letter dated October Lt, LYd1. That Wil the orig. I 

‘ ’ ot th ] ( ny 


ff of the subcommittee wa ordered to investi@at 


1 ° ] 1 l ] > | 
ina eries of ommunieations addressed to the chairman of th 


omniittee dua Ing The per od hy tweeh December 6, 1951. and ea ll 
ivy 4. 1952. Senator MeCarthy charged that the subcommittee lacke: 


} ad ection to mnvestigate sui h acts ot senator MeCarthy as were hot 
onl te with eleetion ca npaig s and attacked the honesty of th 

embe of the s beomm tee, 1) reine th 1G. in the r investi@atio 
f such other acts, the members were improperly motivated and we 
wullty of ste aling just as | rly is t] ough the members engaged 

king the pockets of the tax) vers.” 

On January 18, 1952. t tafl of the subeommittee submitted a e 

le il report of its preliminary investigation of the charges. 

On Mat 1 5, 1952. the ibcommiittee. in exe tive ession. voted 4 
to fil 2 disc eve moto) na to seek 1 senate vote of confidence « 
woth the jurisdiction and erity issues. ‘Two days later, on Mar 
7. 1952. the full Rules Committ: n executive sesslo1 supported t ( 

hy ttee by vote of S te 
() Vor] 10. 1952. the S« ite. by a vote of 60 to 0. voted to allow the 
mmittee to continue its investigation of the charges again 
~ tO? MeCarthy 
On May 7. LO, ifter the executive session of the subcommittee 
cle led to hold further publ at rings on Senate Ri 
Si. a is chairman, adadre ssed a letter to Senator MeCarthy 
I extended to him the opportunity to appear at this hearn 
Atty oint in the record, unless there is objection on the part of t 


ttee, [should like to have incorporated my letter of May 7, 
Senator McCarthy, together with his reply, and my further reply t 


} | there objection ? 


Senator Monroney. Is that the letter of Mav 11? 


Senator Ginterrer. No. 
se for \I NRONPEY No object on. 
ss ) ! LleNpRICKSON. I think [ IS very appropriate to go into | 
oO 
Ne) tor la I ! a 
May 7, 19 
Ii ] R Vie 
Ny D. ¢ 
ly 1D) s Sub P eges and Elections in ex 
< ! 9 rial earings on Senate Resolution 1S7 wl 
‘ e S ‘ Se] r W im Benton. of Connecticut 
\ ( > il ihe re re to this ubcommittee tor action 
It was further de ed tf he hearings are to begin on Monday, May 
hie ‘ ra ih he rd wi be Senator! Benton's ease No 
herein 1 i illewe t vi" d it properly received a fee of S1O,000 ] 
fro! lhe ustron ¢ for n article on housing which was included in 
eT I I 1k ] tit ' t] i { THT 
thé I | ‘ eter re ( ( ( witte ( ti 
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In the meantime Ut do wi fo ¢ el n he op) nity ppear f 
g or the purpose ol re ‘iS . me MM , a . 
hie ng in th enuse WILL probably cor nue tor several da ind we ha ( 
itever arrangements for you yn ini re most convenient for you 
Ne cere 
« 1 ¢ ('j 
at letter was dated. a lL have tated May 6, J I eXI 
1 1] ] ' 
thy yrman received the Tollow Y” fetter Tro senator Sie a 
May 8, 1952 
Si ( GUY GILLI I 
( in, Subcom tee on P ( and Elect 
l i Shalt Senate, VM DL), ¢ 
| \ s ATOR GILLETT! This is to acknowledge rece 1 
\ h you state that vour Subcomn Ce « Pri eve | ! 
pu hearings on Be n’s rge No. 2 eins ( ely 
proper ft et ell the rights to my hou k e ] n 
; | te ne to testil 
() \ { 1) do ve (it re 1ntormatiol 
phe I W ge Tae é ] i forma I rd hye 
} ‘ erence 1948 ‘ ete 
| é ¢ e he S11 I Ww 
it Li I wis e buvel 
| Lustron would be e pubdlist 
That the book would be sold for cel per D 
I the ontract provided that I wo 1 ke ( k up to f 
whenever reg ed ft ( ( Tis ( 
‘ ( ( mitters a I I Isl! 
Senator Monroney. Mr. ( ' e refer ba 
ov tor GalLLeTvi Vi cS | Cpe 
IL held 1) contere) n 1D4S8 wher e sale W ( ! 
j ‘ eh bo 
Li Lustron wa rit Ve! 
I I roh wou be the er 
| t the book would be Id for $5 cents per copy 
That the contract provided that 1 would keep the D 
revisiu l WHeETEVE requl ed b \ hanes i es 
I er matte! Lec ¢ housing 
») That I had been work on the book for over a year and that ever 
d el heecked for accuracy by every Government axe erne W 
\ ne Lustron id been loaned money by the RF‘ ut W } 
! ind producing an excellent prerlabdrie ted house 
lL) e housing hearings which were held throughout the } I f 
\ number of young men were not even remotely aware of how to 
e of the many housing aids which we had provided for them b iw. J 
writing a simple explanatory book so that every young man who de 
r how to take advant f 
Cl evel ( portal han 
. K 
nm a ro sf he idest cire l 
fia 100k lhe Congressional Re 
lof Ju e which I had with a ( 
I r ol est in ] ng it this book f 
re page A4764 rhe ] ishe 
ies b oul ot afford to pul 
ecin d 
In 1950 Senator Fulbright’s con 
Mad Senator Fulbright vho } ‘ 
greatest stretch of the imagination could not be considered a friend of mine “Qs 
hable to produce any evidence that McCarthy ever directly or indirectly inte 
ceded th any Government agency in behalf of Lustror The unquest ned 


evidence before that committee was that Senator McCarthy has n 
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interested in Lustron, has never interceded for Lustron, has never done any 
thing to influence any particular thing for Lustron” (p. 201, Senate Banking 
and Currency Committee, June 26, 1950). The evidence also shows (p. 200) 
that Lustron received $46,000 for the sale of this book with an advertising 
pamphlet. Apparently the purchase and sale of this book was Lustron’s only 
profitable venture. 

I understand that even though your investigators have been very painstaking 
in their attempts, they have been unable to find even a telephone call I made to 
anyone in behalf of Lustron. If the administration knew of a single contact 
which I ever made with RFC or any other Government agency in behalf of 
Lustron, they would hardly be keeping it secret to protect McCarthy. 

I am curious to know what new facts you expect to produce for a of 
the public at this public hearing. 

Perhaps you are going to produce evidence to show that the day the contract 
was signed, November 12, 1948, 10 days after the Republicans lost control of 
the Senate and the House and were defeated in the Presidential race, Lustron 
bought this book from me because of the tremendous influence which I have 
with the Democrat administration. Or perhaps you hope to prove that the 
preparation of the book and the contract to keep it up to date for 5 years was 
worth less than 10 cents a copy If so, I wonder if you plan on proving that 
some of the speeches which a sizable number of your Democrat friends make 
and magazine articles and books which they have written for a fee are worth 
less than the fee paid. 

The announcement that you are holding public hearings after nearly a year 
of investigation carries the implication that there is some improper conduct 
in connection with the sale of the publication to Lustron. I would like to know 
what vou claim that improper conduct to be. I assume you do not claim it is 
improper for a Senator to write a book or magazine article, because if so, you 
will have to call many of your Democrat friends before you. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, before you go any further, 
so that the record might be clear, did I understand this letter to say 
that we had been investigating this matter for nearly a vear/ 

Senator Gintterre. That is correct. 

Senator Henprickson. I would like the record to show at this point 
just when the original resolution was introduced and when the first 
hearing was held thereon, because it certainly hasn't been a year or 
any substantial part of a year. 

Senator GitLerre. The resolution was introduced on August 6, 1951, 
and was referred on the same date to the Senate Committee on Rule 
I beheve it was 2 or 3 days after that the Subcommittee on Rules 
referred it to the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, and 
this s ibeommiittee, 1m response to the Senator from New Jersey, 0 
September 28, 1951, held the first hearings on the measure. 

Senator Henprickson. May I ask counsel when the first investiga 


, 


tions were started ¢ 

Mr. Moore. I am sorry, sir 

Senator HENDRICKSON. May I ask counsel when the first investiga 
tions were started / ; 

Mr. Moorr. My best recollection, Senator Hendrickson, in October 
1951. 

Senator Henprickson. So it has been about 7 months? 

Mr. Moore. That is right, sir. 

Senator Henprickson. I just want the record to be complete in th 
whote natter, 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman, I think, too, that the reeord 
should show that the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections Wa 
occupied with various other investigations during the interim: that 
the first session of the Kighty-second Congress adjourned on or about 
October 23 of 1951, and that thereafter this committee entered upon 
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investigations and open hearings relating to the Ohio campaign, 
ad thereafter there have been eXecutive sessions and open hearmaes 


7 
| this committee on other matters relating to revisions In election 
procedures and suggested changes in the election laws, and that this 


-ommittee for various reasons since the Ist of Januaryehas been uw ible 


to cotmence hearings he ause of the absence of one ni mibet ott 


ittee who during the month ot ela unary asked perm “Sion TO 
; ; 


ibs mself, anda furthe agreement was entered nto at fh equest 
t there be no hearings during the month of January because he 


is compelled to he out ot Washington Jun lary or February, is 


the case may be. 
Phere was discussion off the record. ) 


Senator GILLETTE. As long as the interruption has occurres 
Senator Henprickson. | beg your pardon, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Gitterre. The Chair is very glad that the interruption 
urred. The Chair just simply wants to amplify what has beer 
d by the further fact that shortly after this September 2S meeting 


it which Senator Benton appeared and testified, Senator McCarthy 
is invited to appear, and notified us that he did not care to appear. 

Shortly after that the ¢ OngyTress adjourned until Jan ary ». 

The chairman of the subcommittee returned to Washington 


iround Thanksgiving time, the last of November, to check on the 


work that the staff was doing in investigating. After the holidays 
when Congress reassembled. one of the members of the subeommit- 
tee a ked to be relieved of her responsib ties as \ member. and mena 


tor Welker of Idaho was appointed to take her place. 

It was shortly after that. Senator Hennings, that Senator Welke 
ind I don’t want there to be any lnplhed crit 1) ere of Senatol 
Welker—at the time he was named, he advised us that he had been 
cheduled for a number of speeches, parti ularly in February, L 
coln Day speeches, and that he hoped that no action would be taker 
intil he was able to return the latter part of Febru uy. 

S| ortly after he returned, Way | add, senator, the question was 
raised as to the jurisdiction and the Integrity o1 this committee, which 
was sul sequently taken to the floor of the Senate. lmmed ately atter 


the Senate decision, within less than a week, the first meeting of the 


bcom mittee Was called. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, mav I be excused’? I have 
in Important meeting in the Judiciary Committee and I will be back 
is Gul kl, us possible. | won t leave you without a quorum, W '} | / 

Senator Guerre. No. We have a quorum. We excuse you with 
regret and hope you come back quickly. 

Phe Chair now proceeds to read the balance of the letter that he was 


readin 


r when these colloquys occurred : 


‘ 


If the “improper conduct” is the sale by a Senator of a book or a magazine 
eto an apparently flourishing corporation which has an REC loan, no hear- 

g of any kind would be necessary, because there can be no dispute about the 
af the book was sold to Lustron and that Lustron did have an RFC loan 
therefore, T assume that Tam uot unreasonable in asking you what new facts 
proot you expect to produce at the public hearings. Certainly, vou would no 


ing the hearing merely as a sounding board for more of the Benton type 
ear TUCctLCSs 
In this connection I call your attention to the fact that Bentor who has 
ide the complaint, has been selling his publications and films directly to the 


State Department Do you plan upon investigating this matter? © like 
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Benton, do vou consider it proper for a Senator to take money directly from a 
Government agency but improper to deal with a private firm which has a loan 
from a Government agency 

As chairman , 


you are aware 


committee investigating Benton’s charges, I am sure 
tical Affairs, the official Communist Party publication 
vhich sets forth the current tasks and problems of the party, has ordered Con 
munist Party members to “support the Benton resolution to oust MeCarthy from 
the Senate” (Political Affairs, October 1951, p. 20). This publication has been la 
beled by the House Committee on Un-American Activities as the theoretical orgat 





t 
t 
Shortly before Benton appointed himself to lead the fight to smear and di 
credit MeCarthy, the Communist Party through its then secretary, Gus Hall (whi 





sim heel iiled). officially proclaimed that Communist Party membe 
( t ad .)p t ne n ‘ elit o rid ou country ol e Tus 
Son « Vic Vis Li Worke Mav 4, 1950) 
! cx nist Party has officially proc med and published in the ID 
W e] t one Ss major ks is to discredit and smear MeCarthy out « 
Dp ic of 


embers e ( l Pa unde he headin Unit can ce 
Led { S | d e Was signed by PI »p Frankfeld (who has siz 
! I s tl ( I ordet Communist Pa emily 
R he ‘ ‘ Vit d l<« e } 
I'¢ - 
\ ( t ( his I \ t bene dl ted 
\ hy ‘ iis You S igzres hat he ims an 
‘ |’ } | oy] ‘ lel ‘ 1Tis« I 
Viet rth ‘ erned | ! yUeSTLO! s ‘ rit > Kno neiv or thre 
t S ‘ ‘ ( i Psat 
7 1 \ 17 
| Ve S ‘ lay ige which sows amor 
‘ ‘ e Who disagree \ 
oy 
| | ‘ ‘ ! ( 
( i | 
' 
( I’ rhe ¢ ! 
‘ nee EVE v other Ne Lor 
» PX] re er Communis he \ 
vie ( ie ¢ nt ¢ ul ne a sé 
ehtened 1) O this f 
effect « ej nundated 
t i ‘ 
e evict n McCarthy’s part, which would jus 
} SS e 4 censure by the Senate, certainly you h: 
yr é 1 Howe r, as ye well know, every membe1 
! : r pr itelv admits that no such evidence is in existence 
ad nes the subeor } tee to allow itself to be 
Certain e fact that the Democrat Party may temporal! 
et therel Sil } t I it ember the Communist Party 
. 1 


Jom McCartny 
(); \i \ L( thre sree i a lye ec thre following letter to Sey ut 


MeCarthy 


May 10, 195: 


My Dear SENATOR Mc HY l acknowledge receipt of your letter of Ma 
l is writte n response to a letter addressed to you by me as chairn 


of the Subcom! [tes n Pr ert inder date of May 7 Your reply of the 
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tes factual matter in connection w@b the charges made by Senator Benton in 
> resolution and which have been listed us “charge No. 2 
You will note from my letter of the 7th that I stated in the concluding | 


eraph “IL shall extend to you the opportunity to appear at the hearings for the 


rpose of presenting testimony relating to this charge. The hearings in th 


ease W ll] probably continue for several days and we shall make whatever arrange 
ments for your appearance are most Convenient to you.’ 
The subcommittee, in determining its further action relative to the Benton 


esolution, decided to take up the charves one by one am if additional evidence 
as desired in addition to the staff report that was before us, that the subcom 


mittee would undertake to deve Op further testimony where it seemed desirabl 
SO \t their meeting on May 7 the subcommittee concluded that they 
he tuke some additional testimony with reference to charge No. 2 and 
fixed next Monday, May 12, as the date for the hearing, at which witnesse 
nder them could be heard 
| seemed the courteous thing to do to invite you to attend so you could have 
opportunity to present additional evidence or, at a later period, to present 
evidence you might wish to make available to u in refutation or ex 
on of any evidence which was adduced at the hearin That was the 
e of my letter to you and vou were assured that the opportunity will cor 
I yours to present such matter as you Wish t« resent t Is in Col 
I \\ oth eI g and end, if you desire to do so 
i ) i { \ a 1ve 7 obie on to 1 t l ( é j 
hearin vour letter « he Stl Unless I receive th ‘ \ 
cl » When the heari e opened next Monda Lt sh p I 
| ‘ ‘ rf ‘ j ( ( ( in) reply of ‘ t} j 
sseoct mie 
\\ persd reeting I 
Ne! ere 


i that | previ letter to makine ce alleoati 
' oath 7 
» tor GILLeT!y No oO} vhatevel 
Senator Henninoes. Mr. Chairman 2 
~ r GFILLETTR. Sx itor Hej y 
iS HlienNIN¢ i | opinion of the subcommittee that 
r, copy of which I found on my desk when I came to the office thi 
O) ne under date of May ll. and w h T assume the other membe 
of the committee have nLiso had rom Senatol \ (art! \. O ld cL ist 
e read ind made a part of the record this morning ¢ 
Senator GILLETTE. Senator Monroney. did vou receive a wy of 
letter ? 
SVeHATO! \IONRONEY. | rece ved an CODpy ot it. l thi kK TO OO} iplete 
record it would be wise to have the counsel read that into the re 
ra at this time, althon oh. as in the case of t! previous letters, there 


o indieation that the evidence which we are putting in is unde 


math such as all other witnesses would be expecte 


dl to testify under. 

nk it would be wise to have this letter read at this time as well. 
Senator Gitzerre. The chairman will have no objection. The Chair 
received a COpy of the letter this morning, and the letter states that 
was addressed to Senator Guy Gillette, Senator S. A. Monroney, 
ind Senator Thomas Hennings. Because of the fact that this is prob 


ibly further conduct oft correspondence which has already been put 
n the record at the request that has been made, and without objection 


on the part of any member of the subcommittee, I will ask you te 
read it, Counsel 
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Mr. Moore (reading) : ° 


May 11, 1952 
Senator Guy GILLETTE, 
Senator A. S. MONRONEY, 
Senator THOMAS HENNINGS, 

GENTLEMEN: I have learned with regret that vour public hearings are to oper 
tomorrow without the presence of your star witness. You have my deepes 
sympathy 

Some Doubting Thomases might question the importance of this witness 
except that after nearly a year of investigating, you and your staff decided tha 
the public hearings must open with his intelligently presented, clear-cut expose 
of the dangers of McCarthyism. The Nation owes you a debt of gratitude fo 
so carefully and honestly developing this witness who could have advised the 
Senate | the voters of Wisconsin to get rid of MeCarthy If only vou h 
set the hearings 10 days earlier before the judge committed your star witness t 
an institution for the criminally insane, you would not have been deprived of 
this important link in the chain of evidence against McCarthy 

Some shallow thinkers may say that you gentlemen are dishonest to have 
planned to use your committee as a sounding board to headline the statements 
a witness after your staff had reported he was mentally unbalanced. I beg yo 
not to let this distract you from the honest, gentlemanly job you are doing. Thos: 
erities fail to renlize that evervthing is ethical and honest if it is done to expos: 
the awfulness of McCarthyism. After all, had not your staff reported that whil 
this witness was mentally deranged, his mental condition would help to mak: 
him an excellent witness for you? 

Certainly, you cannot be blamed for not knowing that some unthinking judg 
would do the country the great disservice of committing him to a home for the 
insane before the committee had a chance to publicize and place its stamp 
approval on his statements about MeCarthy. Certainly, you cannot be blame 
for being unable to distinguish between his testimony and the testimony of th: 
other witness, Benton, who asked for and was given the right to appear befor 
your committee and publicly “expose” McCarthy 

The Communist Party, which is also doing an excellent job of exposing the 

vils of McCarthyism, has repeatedly proclaimed that no stone be left un 
rned in the effort to remove McCarthy from public life. As Lenin said 
rt to lies, trickery, deceit, and dishonesty of any type necessary,” in order 
destroy those who stand in the way of the Communist movement. 

I ask vou gentlemen not to be disturbed by those who point out that your 
committee is trying to do what the Communist Party has officially proclaimed 
as its No. 1 task. You just keep right on in the same honest, painstaking way of 
developing the truth. The thinking people of this Nation will not be deceived by 
those who claim that what you are doing is dishonest. After all, you must serv: 
the interests of the Democrat Party-——there is always the chance that the country 
mav be ab to survive What better way eould you find to spend the faxpavers 
money? After all, isn’t MeCarthy doing the terribly unpatriotic and unethi 
thing of proving the extent to which the Democratic administration is Com 
munist-ridden? Unless he can be discredited, the Democrat Party may be remov¢ 
from powel 

Again may I offer my condolences upon your failure to have your star Witness 
present as planned to open the testimony Do you not think the judge wi 
committed him should be investigated ? 

Sincerely yours, 
Jor McCartHy 

Mr. Chairman, in connection with the statements made in the 
letter which I have read, I would like to ask unanimous consent of 
the committee to read excerpts from the staff report relating to the 
witness Byers, only to the matter, however, of whether or not he should 
be called. 

Senator Hennrnes. Mr. Chairman, I take it that counsel ts not nec 
sarily accepting the statement in the letter which has just been read 
that the witness—his name is Byers? 

Mr. Moore. B-y-e-r-s, that is right, sir. 
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Senator Henninaos. Is the star witness? I as one member of this 
committee wasn't aware of Mr. Byers, even his name, nor that he was 
in any sense a star witness. 

Mr. Moorr. Senator Hennings, I wanted first to read that and then 
get to the question you just raised. 

Senator GILLETTE. All cent, proceed, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. At page 43, Mr. Chairman and members of the com 
mittee. of the confident: q; staff report on case No. 2, the staff has made 
this comment, and it relates not to any of the facts involved: 

Byers, Sr., is mentally unstable as the result of a stroke he suffered in Febi 
1950 

And gon uv down to the next paragraph 


For the reasons mentioned in the preceding paragraph, the credibility of Byer 
S is highly dubious Under the circumstances it is recommended that he be 
questioned in executive session first, and only later in public hearings, if 


oboration of the sweeping charges is forthcoming 


Mr. Chairman, at our meeting on the 7th, vou may recall that | 


wis directed to summon to these hearings such witnesses as In our 


Moment were needed to develop the fac ts. At that time that same 
day I] contacted a member of the staff who was in the State of Ohio 
and In the city of Columbus on other matters before this committee. 
and Ladvised Mr. Poorbaugh that subpenas were going out to him that 
night for service the following day. 

With respect to Mr. Byers, I informed Mr. Poorbaugh of these 
facts, facts which | have just read from page 45 of our confidential 
report, and IT warned him, admonished him, the gentleman was still 
or pos bly still mentally unstable, that in all events a verv careful 
check of his con dition should first be m: ide, an d that only after making 
i check with his physicians and then t: alking with this man h lmiselt, 
then he should report back to me. 

He re ported back to me that the man had been committed some week 
or 10 days ago, and I told him to keep the subpena and bring it back 
with ham. 

Senator Gitterre. Any further comment, Senator Hennings? 

Senator Hennines. No, Mr. Chairman, no comment. 

Senator GILLETTE, Senator Monroney ¢ 

Senator Monronry. No comment. 

Senator GitLetre. ‘The chairman just desires to interpolate at this 
point, in view of the fact that this correspondence has been put into 
the record and the comments that have just been made by counsel are 
also in the record, that it 1s regrettable that the Senator has not 
wcepted ow repeated Invitations to come anal present any mat 
ter that he wishes to present to us. 

It is also regrettable that on various occasions—and in this I 
un expressing my own individual opinion—it is regrettable that so 
inv letters have been sent carrying msinuations, innuendoes, reflect 
g on the subcommittee, and in many of the cases have been made 
public before they were even received by the chairman of the sub 
On 

Notwithstanding the fact that these things are reorettable, and 
otwithstanding the fact that these suggestions, innuendoes, accusa 
tions, or implications are repeatedly made, the subcommittee is going 
to proceed to do its duty as best it can. 


+4 
niittee, 
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It is unnecessary, in view of the action of the Senate, and it is 
unnecessary In view of anybody that knows the members of this 
subcommittee, to say that we carry no pre judice, we carry no bias, and 
we are approac hing our task in that spirit. 

Senator Mc¢ ‘arthy and Senator Benton, so far as we are concerned, 
are colleagues in this Senate, and anything that pertains to them 
accusations or charges or defenses—will, I am confident and T assert. 
receive the fairest consideration. And at the same time it doesn’t 
make our task any easier to have attacks of this kind made. 

Counsel, your first witness. 

Senator Brenron. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator GitLterre. Senator Benton. 

Senator Benton. I would like if I may to put a letter into the rec- 
ord, because I hope it may serve as additional background for counsel 
and committee. May I take a moment to read the key paragraphs 
of my letter to you of October 5, 1951 # 

Senator Gitterre. This is the letter that vou adressed to the chai 
man, 

Senator Benron. I addressed it to you, Mr. Chairman. T have not 
released it to the press, It is an old letter by now, dated October 5, 
MDI, , 

Senator Hennings. Mr. Chairman, the record shows, does it not, 
that Senator Benton has sath one been sworn ? 

Senator Gitterre. Yes. 

Senator Hennines. And that having been sworn, his oath continues 
throughout the course of these hearings at any time that he may ap 
pear before this committee / 

Senator Gitterre. That is legally true. 

Senator Benton. | oo that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Guuterre. All right, Senator, we will be glad to have you 
proceed, 

Senator Brenron. The key paragraphs—this, you will recall, was 
ibout a week after Inv testimony on se pte mber 2S before the ¢ Oramant 
tee it the time when you were beginning your investigation throug 
the stall of rf your committee—are the followi ing: 

Qn September 28, 1951, I had the honor of presenting before your subcom 
mniftee a O-page statement, listing 10 case stories to show that the activities of 
Senator McCarthy merit scrutiny and investigation as reflected upon the honor 
of the United States Senate, and upon Senator McCarthy’s own fitness. At 
that time I indicated that although I had limited my testimony to Senator Me 
Carthy’s activities after his election as a Senator, there was much public evidence 
available that would illustrate the pattern of his conduct to be a continuous 
series of events beginning prior to his entrance into the Senate. 

After careful reconsideration of the critical issues involved herein, it is m) 
opinion, that if your decision is to go forward with the consideration of thi 
resolution, the investigation should, in all fairness to both Senator MeCarthy 
and the United States Senate, be as comprehensive and exhaustive as pos 
sible. 

There are many facets of Senator McCarthy's public and business activities 
prior to his election as United States Senator which I believe are clearly rele 
vant to a true evaluation of his fitness to sit in the United States Senate. 

Specifically, Senator McCarthy's activities as a judge in the Wisconsin State 
court, particularly his involvement in the Quaker Dairy case, State versus M 


Carthy, in 1941; in the alleged violations by him of the Wisconsin State Cor 
stitution in 1946; in the charges that his court specialized in “divorce-mill” ac 
tions; in the contradictory stock transactions and state income tax reports 


1948 I wish to make it perfectly clear that these charges are not a result of any 


personal investigation by me or my stalf, but represent some of the most pub 





\I 
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icized and well-known of the many charges that are matters of record, levelled 
igainst Senator McCarthy which would seem to bear relevant reflection upon his 
fittiess and honor and should be ine luded in any consideration of the resolution 
now before the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections 

Since time is of the essence, I am confident that, in view of the outstanding 
reputation of you and the members of your committee for justice, integrity, and 
fair play, you will accept this request in the spirit in which it is submitted—to as 
sure that all material facts are considered in any investigation which you de 
cide to initiate 

herefore, | have the honor to request that the scope of the investigation as 
resolved in the Senate Resolution 187 be broadened to permit examination of 





hie tivities of Senator Joseph R. McCarthy prior to his election to the United 
Stutes Senate, starting in the year 1941, provided such investigation be cor 

fined to his public and business activities and only those that would shed light 
on his over-all and specific fitness to retain the great office which he now holds. 


The letter above referred to in its entirety is as follows :) 








OcTOBER 5, 1951 
H ruY M. GILLerry 
( ) ) Nywheo } ( }) oe nd +f fir 
l fed States Nenat iN / ito I. ¢ 
1) Mk. CHAIRMAN: I hereby fil vou as chairman of the Senate S 
ittee on Privileges d Klectic this writter concerning the fur 
consideration by ve committee of Senate Reso 7 Which I submitted 
i@ United States Senate on August 6, 1951, calling for an investigation wi 


spect to the participation of Senator Joseph R. MeCarthy in the 1950 sena 
ial campaign of Senator John M. Butler, and with respect to his other acts 
his election to the Senate 


This resoultion was submitted for the purpose of enabling vour subcommittee 


lefermine whethe r not it should initiate action with a view toward the ex 

sion of Senator MeCarthy from the United States Senate 

Qn September 2s, 151, [ had the honor of presenting before your subs 

tee a Of-page statement, listing 10 cause stories to show that the ivities « 
Senator McCarthy merit scrutiny and investigation as reflecting upon the honor 
f the United States Senate, and upon Senator McCarthy's own fitness At that 


e Lindicated that although IT had limited my testimony to Senator McCarthy's 





as a Senator, there was much public evidence 
} 


vities after his ele 
te that would illustrate the pattern of his conduct to be a continuous se 
of events beginning prior to his entrance into the Senate 
\fter careful reconsideration of the critical issues involved herein, 
nion, that if your decision is to go forward with the consideration of this 
ition, the investigation should, in all fairness to both Senator McCarthy 
he United States Senate, be as comprehensive and exhaustive as possible 
Phere are many facets of Senator McCarthy's public and business activitie 
election as United States Senator which I believe are clearly relevant 
ue evaluation of his fitness to sit in the United States Senate 


Specifically, Senator McCarthy's activities as a judge in the Wisconsin State 





particularly his involvement in the Quaker Dairy case, State versus Me: 

( n 1941: in the alleged violations by him of the Wisconsin State cor 
on in 1946; in the charges that his court specialized in “divorce mill 

in the contradictory stock transactions and State income tax reports in 

H45. LT wish to make it perfectly clear that these charges are not a result of 
ny personal investigation by me or my staff, but represent some of the most 

i} ized and well known of the many charges that are matters of record, 


eled against Senator McCarthy which would seem to bear relevant reflection 
his fitness and honor and should be included in any consideration of the 


resolution now before the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections. 
Since time is of the essence, I am confident that, in view of the outstanding 





] ition of you and the members of your committee for justice, integrity nad 
iv, You will accept this request in the spirit in binittes 
that all material facts are considered in any hich y 
it (ie iitinte 


Therefore, | have the honor to request that the scope of the investigation a 
resolved in Senate Resolution IS7, be broadened to permit examination of the 
{ if Senator Joseph R. MeCarthy prior to his election to the United 

1 


States Senate, starting in the vear 1941, provided such investigation be confined 
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to his public and business activities and only those that would shed light on his 
over-all and specific fitness to retain the great office which he now holds. 
Very respectfully yours, 
WILLIAM BENTON. 

Senator Benton. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your courtesy in 
making this letter a part of the record. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, and in conclusion, I would like to read a 
one-paragraph statement by Senator Fulbright. This is the only 
comment that 1 want person: ally to make on the long magi nd which you 
have just read from Senator McCarthy this morning, in which my 
name figures again and again. You will recall that in this letter 
he stated that the Lustron booklet grossed $46,000 and was the only 
profitable venture of the Lustron Corp. 

This statement is from page 315, Mr. Chairman, of the hearings of 
the study of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and Senato: 
Fulbright is speaking. I cite this one paragraph because through it | 
can quickly make a general point that could be applied to many other 
sections of Senator MeCarthy’s letter as well. I hope that this on 
comment will suffice for the letter as a whole. 

The printer’s bill was $2,762. On June 15, 1950, there were still 5,000 book 
ets on hand. Fifteen thousand of these booklets were sold from February 1949 


to June 1950, at 20 cents each net, bringing them $4,550 in receipts. So it worked 
out the cost of the booklet with Mr. MceCarthy’s statement of $10,000, the print- 
ing $2,762, making a total of $12,762, from which the receipts of $4,350 may 
be subtracted, would leave a net loss of $8,412 on that operation, without any 
charge for overhead or other administrative expenses. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the point involved in the foregoing ha: 
very little to do with communism. 

Senator Gitterte. Is there anything further? 

Senator Benron. I thank you for your courtesy. 

Senator Gitterre. We thank you. 

The witness has been called, Mr. Moore. Is this the witness ? 

Mr. Moore. Mr. McConley 

Senator Gitterre. Will you hold up your right hand and be sworn 
in accordance with the rules of the subcommittee. 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence that you will present 1 
the subject matter now in hearing before this subcommittee will 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ‘ 

Mr. McConuery. I do. 

Senator Gittetre. Will you be seated and identify yourself t 


the subcommittee. 


TESTIMONY OF GEORGE E. McCONLEY 


Mr. Moore. Will you please state your full : ume ? 

Mr. McConity. George E. Me ‘onley, M-c-C-o-n-l-e-y. 

Mr. Moore. And where are you employed, ie Mc ‘Conley ? 2 

Mr. MeConuey. I am assistant general counsel of the Reconstrui 
tion Finance ¢ “orpor ition in ch: arge of litigation. 

Mr. Moorr. How long have you held that position ¢ 

Mr. McCon.ey. Since November 94. 1948. 

Mr. Moore. You are here this morning, Mr. MeConley, are you not 
in response to an invitation from the chairman of this committe: 
dated May 9, 1952? 

Mr. McCon! EY. I am. 
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ls ‘ ° ° . . 2 
Mr. MOoorRE. Mr. ( hairman., ] would like TO, for the benetit of the 
committee, recite those points in the letter concerning which you re 
quested Mr. McConley to provide information. Your letter of May 9, 
1952, states: 
It will be helpful to the subcommittee to obtain from the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, judgment creditor of Lustron as result of a foreclosure 
\ jecree dated March 30, 1950, the following information 
, 1. A certified copy of the aforesaid decree. 
2. A summary or tabulation indicating by dates, (a) loans to Lustron Corp 
y authorized by the RFC and (bb) disbursements made pursuant to these author 
ations 
: 2 Copies of forecasts of production presented tothe REC by otticials of Lustron 
! in connection with the aforesaid loan applications. 
i. A statement with respect to the financial condition of the Lustron Cory 
1 as of November 12, 1948, the date on which the said payment of $10,000 was 
made to Senator McCarthy 
The summary showing the asset, loan, and net worth position of the Lustro1 
Corp. from the date of the first loan authorization until the date when fore 
I sure proceedings were instituted 
Mr. MceConley, the Administrator of the Reconstruction Finances 
Corporation, Mr. Harry A. MeDonald, has in reply submitted a lette 
kK to the chairman dated May 12, 1952. whieh vou have brought with 
4) : 
/ vou this morning: Is that not so / 
t Mr. McContey. That is correct. 
Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I offer this letter as exhibit 1, a letter 


to you dated May i 1952. bearmg the signature ot Harry A. MeDon 
ald, Administrator. ; 

Senator Gitterre. If properly identified, it will be admitted in the 
record. 

(‘The letter above referred to was marked “Staff Exhibit No. 1° 
will be found inthe files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mir. Moore. Mr. Me ‘onley, please read the information or recite 
to the committee in such way as you wish, the information set fort 
on the exhibit which you have brought with you. 

Mr. McCon.ey. Yes, sir. 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation loaned to Lustron Corp 
the aggregate sum of S387.500,000, evidenced by sevel promissory 

notes, made and delivered on the following dates and in the amounts 
L¢ therein stated : 


June 30, 1947 $15, 500, 000 | July 11, 1949 $1, 000, 000 
July 9, 1948 10, 000, 000 | July 28, 1949 1. GOO, O00 
Keb. 4, 1949 7, OOO, VOO | Aug, 29, 1949 2 OOO, O00 
June 380, 1949 1, 000, 000 | 


Mr. Moore. Mr. McConley, if | Wey Interrupt vou at this point, 
the first loan made on June 30, 1947, of $15,500,000 was made pursuant 
to section 5 (d) of the Emergency Powers Act of the RFC: is that 
right / 

Mr. McConney. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. And under what authorization, what legal authoriz 
tion, were the subsequent loans made / 

Mr. McConiey. Those were made under the regular RFC Loan 
Act. The 5 (d) provided for the subsidiaries that were set up by 
RFC during the war, and the first loan is what is known as a defense 
loan. The others are reoular REC loans made under the regulat act. 

Senator Giuterre. May I interrupt at this point, counsel. It has 
been the policy of this subcommittee in its work to discountenance 





or disapprove of television and exhibitionist developments. We are 
not putting on a show, and we have adopted that policy. We are deal 
ing with a matter of the deepest concern not only to individual Sena 
tors but to the country. 

Television has been denied the right to come in and attend our 
session. May I request the boys with the cameras to avoid taking ie 
tures while a witness is testifying. Whenever a witness is called, 
you W = to take some sni ipshots we will wait and give you an sl 
tunity. but flashbulbs in a witness’ face are not very p leasant, so if vou 
will take your pictures when witnesses are called, ‘and then after that 
avoid it, it will expedite our proceedings. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Henninos. Mr. Chairman, may I add for the benefit of 
these gentlemen and others that throughout the course of the Mary- 
land campaign investigations, the committee refused to allow tele- 
vision or radio recording at any time. We did permit the taking of 
pictures, as the chairman has indicated, before a witness is sworn or 
after he has testified. We are more interested in the testimony and 
seeing that a witness is allowed to testify freely and in the fullest 


possession of his composure, and we are not putting on a publicity 
show. That is the basis for it. It is not a new ruling in this case, 


Mr. Chairman. It has been the consistent policy of this committee 
throughout its hearings. 

Senator Gittetre. It has been our policy. Now, the chairman note: 
that some of the photographers waht toyask the chairman a question. 
This is off the record. 

{ Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gitterre. On the record. Will the witness proceed, please ¢ 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, Mr. MeConley, the $15,000,000 loan author 

ed June 30, 1947, was disbursed in 11 payments during the period 

ketober 31, 1947, and October 7, 1948: is that not correct / 

Mr. McConriey. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. As shown in the tabulation you have brought with you / 

Mr. McContery. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. And a $10,000,000 loan authorized July 9, 1948. was 
disbursed in nine separate payments during the period October 28, 
1948, and concluding February 14, 19497 

Mr. McCon.tey. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. And the $7,000,000 loan authorized February 14, 1949, 
was disbursed in seven payments during the period February 25 
June 7, 1949? : 

Mr. McConurey. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then. there was another $1,000,000 loan authorized 
June 30, 1949, and the first and final disbursement was on Julv 7 of 
that vear? | 

Mr. McConrey. That is true 

Mr. Moore. Similarly, $1,000,000 loans were authorized July 11, 
July 28, and a $2,000,000 loan on August 29 ? 

Mr. McContery. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. And the disbursements, respectively, were July 1). 
1949, ST000.000: Atuoust 5. 1949, S1.000,000. and Auecust 30° and 
September 13, 1949, a million on each of those days? 


Mr. McConuey. That is true. 


JUS LI \ VicC And bi y i | 


Mr. Moore. And there was an application made for a loan on July 
29, 1949, in the sum of $17,500,000, and this loan was declined by the 
RFC: is that correct ? 

Mr. McCoantry. That is true; on January 23, 1950. 

Mr. Moore. Would you care to proceed at this point with your pre- 
pared statement ¢ 
~ Mr. McContey. The above-described notes were secured by chat 
tel mortgages executed and delivered by Lustron Corp. to RFC bear 
ing even dates with such notes and conveying all chattel property, fix 
rues, furniture machinery and equipment located in or about the 
plant site in Mifflin Township, Franklin County, Ohio. As further 
security Lustron Corp. executed and delivered assignments cover- 
ng trade-marks, patents, and good will. 

Lustron soon encountered financial and manufacturing difficulties 
ind the venture did not turn out as was anticipated. This fact is 
videnced by exhibit 1, hereto attached, being a condensed tabulation 
‘f Lustron’s asset and hability statements covering the period October 
1, 1947, through February 1950, and exhibit 2, being a condensed 
tabulation of Lustron’s profit and-loss statements for the period 
Januarv 1948 through February 1950. There is also attached hereto 
exhibit 3, being a tabulation of forecasts made by Lustron of its 
expected production of houses. The forecasts were submitted with 
Lustron’s applicat ions for loans. 

Senator Hennineos. Mr. Chairman / 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Hennings. 

Senator HEeENNINGs. How much was the total amount which you 
have related was given Lustron under the terms of the RFC loans, 


837 OOO 000 4 


re) 


Mr. McConrey. 837,500,000. 

Senator HENNINGs. $37,500,000 ? 

Mr. MMe (‘ONLEY. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. Was the total in loans? Thank vou sir. 

Senator MonRONeEY. Was that the amount disbursed by RE¢ or 
the amount eranted 7 

Mr. McContey. That was all disbursed. 

Senator Monronry. That was all disbursed ? 

Mr. McConiry. Yes, sir. There were no loans authorized that 
were hot clisbursed. Would the chairman wish me to rete to the 
exhibits at this time or proceed with the statement and go back to the 
exhibits ? 

Senator Giuterre. Whatever the counsel wishes. 

Mr. Moore. [ think it might be better if you proceeded with your 
statement andthen we can go back to the exhibits. 

Mr. McCon try. Very well. 

Because of the great losses which were suffered by Lustron in the 

inufacture oft houses and its inability to reach break even produc 
on, the directors of this Corporation on February 14, 1950, instructed 


t 


the agency manager at Cleveland, Ohio, to make demand upon Lust rot 
for payment, and under the supervision of the general counsel to 
nstitute foreclosure proceedings. Accordingly, suit was filed in the 
United States District Court, Southern District of Ohio. Eastern 
iy ision, on February 21, 1950, and cdleeree ot foreclosure WAS C1 tered 
by the court on March OO, 1950, \ copy of the decree of foreclosure 
hereto attached, marked “Exhibit 4.” 
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In that connection, Mr. Chairman, we had only one decree to attach 
to these exhibits. However, if more copies are desired, they can be 
obtained. Also, the decree is not certified but it 1s conformed. To 
have had it certified it would have been necessary to have the clerk of 
the court, of the Federal court, at Columbus, Ohio, to certify such 
decree, and the time was insuflicient to have it back here by this 
morning. 

In such foreclosure proceeding, a receiver was appointed to take 
possession of all of Lustron’s unmortgaged assets and to complete the 
manufacture of those houses which were partially completed at the 
time such action was instituted. 

On June 6, 1950, the Umted States marshal sold the mortgaged 
assets al public auction, which were purchased Iyy this Corporation fer 
$6,000,000 and the unmorteaged assets were sold on the same day by 
the receiver at public auction. 

On June s, 1950, involuntary bankruptcy proceeding was filed 
against Lustron in the United States District Court. Northern District 
of Illinois, Eastern Division. Thereafter the receiver in the Ohio 
court rendered his final report, was discharged as receiver, and he 
delivered to the trustees in bankruptcy all cash and other property 
remaiming in his hands. All court actions have been concluded in 
Ohio but the bankruptey proceeding continues in the United States 
district court at Chicago. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. McConley, as of the present time, therefore, the 
REC is the judgment creditor of Lustron in what amount 4 

Mr. McConiey. The amount of the judgment secured at the fore 
closure proceeding was $36,593,969.93. There was the credit on that 
judgment of the amount of our bid of 86,000,000, less a small amount 
of costs, in the sum of $5,999.427.52, leaving a deficiency in the Ohio 
court [ 830,594,542.41. 

The Corporat! ion filed its meee of claim in the bankruptey court im 
Chicago on June 30, 1950, for 2.120,098.97, of which $16,687 049.2 
s claimed as pr iority. The Ries repaney mn the amount of our deticienc \ 
md the amount of the claim filed is exph: ained by the fact that Genera! 
Services Administration had a rent claim against Lustron Corp., and 
inasmuch as REC was the big creditor, it assigned the rent claim to 
REC. and so the Corporation included it in its claim, and it 1s also a 
part of the priority claim of $16,687,049.58. 

Mr. maces, Just so the record may be clear, do you have any esti 
mate at the present time of the value of the assets which are available 
to the agency In pursuance of its judgment avalnst the judgment 
debtor / 

Mr. McConiry. All of the assets which were purchased and bid in 
at the sale, that is, the mortgaged assets, were later requisitioned by the 
Department of the Navy, and the real estate comprising the land and 
buildings was transferred to the United States for the Departme nt of 
the Navy, Bureau of Aeronautics, and that Department is now in 
possession of the real estate, manufacturing airplanes and other facil 
ties for the defense effort. 

Now, the machinery and equipment, much of it was removed to 
other defense plants, only that remaining in the plant that could be 
used in the manufacture which the Bureau of Aeronautics is con 
ducting. The unmortgaged assets were sold by the receiver. I take 
that back. They were not sold by the receiver. 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY \] 

They were all requisitioned by the Department of the Navy, and 
such parts as the Navy did not wish and could not put into other 
defense plants, that property was delivered to the trustees in bank 
ruptey. 

The trustees in bankruptey have sold, I beheve. practh ally all of 
thrut property, and the proceeds have gvone into the bal kruptey estate 
nd will be subject to the claims of other creditors that have filed t 
laims. However. if REC is successful in its claim that the S16.000,000 
plus is a priority claim, it will exhaust all of the remaining amount 

the bankruptey court after the administration expenses are paid. 

Mr. Moore. Well, is 1t true then, Mr. MeConley. that the most a 
REC can hope to get back 1s approximately S16 million / 

Mr. McContey. Oh, it will never get $16 million 

Mr. Moore. How high will it get / 

Mr McConul ie It will receive from the N ivy the fair value of thre 
machinery and equipment which it requisitioned, 

It will also receive the fair value of the land and the buildings. 

However. the amount received trom the leat «| mia build ngs Cannot 
De ipplied toward the reduction of the loan. but must be covers to 
the ‘Treasury. 

The amount that the Corporation will eventually receive is prob 
lematical. What that fair amount is has not vet been determined by 
the Navy and the REC, and will have to await hegotiations concer! 
that phase of the case, nor can we tell what the return will be n 


cr 
the bankruptey court. The administrative expenses will be high. 


llowever, they do have on hand, now, something over 83,000,000, but 
what the eventual payout will be cannot be stated at this time with 
any degree of accuracy, 

Senator GILLerre. Senator Hennings wants to interrupt at tl 
time. 

Senator Hennings. Just as a matter of information as to the pro 
esses through which this company went, may I ask you if there wa 
ny consideration given to availing of section 77-—B, proy d 
reorganization of the corporations under Lustron / 

Mr. McConuey. There were not, Senator 

Senator Henninoes. You felt that it was really wholly and totally 
beyor d the purposes of that act in terms of its future md hope for its 
being rehabilitated and put back into operation ¢ 

Mr. McConuery. | presume that the reason it cid not take that 
turn, at least one reason, would be that after the RFC had acquired 
tl e property under its foreclosure procedure, General Harrison had 
reque sted that it all be delivered to the Navy. 

There was another group of men in and out of Congress who 
thought that the plant should be retained and kept together for the 
manufacturing ot prefabricated houses, Hearings were had and 
the committee went out to the plant and studied it, but it was deter 
mined by General Harrison and those that had the duty to decide 
that the need was greater for the use of the plant in the production 
of aireraft and whatever auxiliary matters were produced then to 
keep the plant for prefabricated housing. So I presume that is one 
reason it was not pursued, 

Senator Hennines. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gitierre. All right, counsel. 


ing for the 
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Mr. Moorr. Mr. McConley, I would like to direct. a question to you 
with respect to the status of this loan account on or about November 
1948. Before doing so, Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer as staf 
exhibit No. 2 a photostatic copy of a check made by Lustron Corp. 
to Joseph R. McCarthy, check No, 4075, dated November 12, 1945, 
and showing a blank endorsement, “Joseph R. McCarthy,” and 
endorsement by Wayne Hummer & Co. I ask that that be received 
as staff exhibit. No. 2. 

Senator Gitterre. If properly identified, without objection it will 
be made part of the record. 

(Staff exhibit No. 2 is made a part of the record and will be found 

the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moore, | would like also to have received in evidence wus staff 


exhibit No. 5. a Copy of the contract executed on November 12, 1948, 


by and between Lustron Corp. and Joseph R. McCarthy. 

Senator Giuterre. Is there any objection? If properly identified 
t will be received in the record. 

(Staff exhibit No. 3 was received in evidence and will be found 
the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, Mr. MeConley, turning to vour exhibit No 


|. the column under “Date.” vour exhibit states that in the mont! 


OT dee 194s the cash account of the Lustron Corp. Wa 
S1.711.928: is that correct ¢ 

\] Vi a( ONLEY. | { eorrect. 

Mr. Moore. “Other current assets.” S82404.974. 


Mir. McConuey. That is correct. 

Mir. Moorr. “Fixed assets” 810.275.0435. 

Mr. McCon.ey. Correct. 

Mr. Moorr. “Miscellaneous assets.” S775.62 1 4 


Es: That is correct. 

Vir. Moor a C balance.” S18.485.875. 

Mar. Me EY. That is correct. 

Mir. M RI eens | int to explain that entry ¢ 

Mr. MceContey. That is the amount then owing the RFC on tl 


Mr. Moorr. The amount owlng to the RFC at that time ? 

Mr. McConiry. That is true. 

Mr. Moore. That is, $18,485,875 ¢ 

Mr. McConuey. That is correct. 

Me. Moore. “Other liabilities.” $1.393.198 ¢ 

Mr. McConiey. Right. 

Mir. Moore. “Capital.” of S841,000 7 

Mr. McCon try. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. And a“Su pl is deficit’ of Sd5.552.507 2 

Mr. McConrtey. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Can vou sa ae: Me mamney) as of what date the Lus 
Lron Corp. began to be investig rated | OV the agencies of the Gover! 
ment, if you know ¢ 

Mr. McConuey. I do not believe I can answer that. 

Senator Monronry. Were you associated with the RFC at the 
time of this publi ation of this book or the payment of the S10,00' 
to Senator Mc¢ ‘arthy ¢ 

Mr. McConury. That was in November 1948 ? 

Senator Monroney. Yes, sir. 





a 
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Mr. McContey. Yes, sir, I was. 
Senator Monroney. Were vou interested in the legislat On that 


Was 1n progress at that time before the Senate and the House / 


Mr. McConuey. None, whatever. 


senator MoNRONEY. You vere not associated ! t he leo lat 
program ¢ 

Mr. McContey. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. And are not aware of the fact that this le 
as under continuing debate in both Chambers ef the Coneres 


, that were Goin’ on, 1 


Mir. McContey. I knew about the hearn 
Fulbright hearings, if that 1s what you mean. 


Senator Moenroney. The Fulbright hearings were not on at that 


The matter wa under the Jurisdiction of the B ~ 
Currency Committees of both Houses. 
Mr. MeContry. That is meht. 
si it” Mi NRONE)Y LD ring thal perloc mad TO} Ol] 
er this loan and tl Lustron project was a matt 
(Conger itself wa assuming paramount interest, the RF¢ 
re or less taking, apparently, cognizance of policy mal oe thal 
( y | Wia ] cl Wit rerterence to ho ne a ’ i rel 
‘ cit elop t t of pre } ited hie J \t { Cire 
fact that the positio the House of { the R 
Party and t Banking a ( UU 
, 
( | ( ( l { it ello 
I ’ leat () to } { rt » U : 
| : 
vi 1 1 CONLTE ( ‘ ‘ - 


| neat ( | | 1ST ‘ 1 ( ) at. cr 
a l ton Ai o of 
{ \ t if 1 I Ce TE ’ 
WW the ( ore 
~ tor Monronry. Who ( 
Mr. McContey. James L. De rty 
- tor Monronry. May I ry 
\I l He thal at yet 
r HLeNNING | ( Nin. ( 
Tre ) ive ) nin ( 
ed ! ( } el uuing to 1 
( 1't ( ov I Jp i] Oo) } } \ \{ \I 
( testimony. coe not relate lare { e purely i 
pects of the loan ? 
Mr. Moorr. It should be so stated that the information ei 
\] Nic onley aor relate to the put ty fing l aspects of 
policy matters, questions of policy, Will be gone nto y of 
eESSeS, 
Mr. McContry. That is correct, 
Senator Ginterre. Proceed, counsel 
Mr. Moorr. Mr. MeConley, returning to your testimony 


respect to exhibit No. 1, and particularly the state of this acco 
November 1948, the surplus-deficit figure which vou recited of 


Medeor eld ge We presents the surplus deficit tor the pel od of ()ctobe) 
46, tothe er a of Novembet 1948 : 1s that eorrect 4 
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Mr. McConiey. That is true. 

Senator Monronry. May I ask the difference? On exhibit 2 you 
show an operation statement which shows that same deficit, but it 
cumulative, apparently, a deficit from January 1948, which in | 
months, if my crude mathematics are correct, you had a loss of 
$5.552.)07 in 11 months, or at that time, averaging it, the company 
was losing $550,000 a month. 

Mr. McContey. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Is that correct / 

Mr. McCon.ey. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. During the month in question—November 
the losses were $764.902: 1s that correct 4 

Mr. McContey. That is right. 

senatol MONRONI Es And during October, immediately before th 
transaction, their losses were $2,001,430. 

Mr. McCon ey. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Would you call that a flourishing corporation 

Mir. McCont Ele No: | would not. 

Senator HENNINGS. Mr. MeConley, whose cluty was it to advise t] 
directors of the RFC during the period of activity of these severa 
onns to the Lustron Corp. as to the condition of the COMpAanyVv ali 
the progress that it was making, as well as to the advisability of 
continuing to make additional loans, substantial loans of a millio 
dollars or more—who had that determination? IT assume that whil 
the directors passed on it or some of them there were those on thi 
tatf who had particular responsibility for the Lustron Corp. ¢ 

Mir. McConuiey. The RFC loan agency at Cleveland, Ohio: throug 
ts agency this loan was made. 

Senator HeENNINGs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McContey. They were the ones who continually advised. 

Senator HENNINGs. I would assume so. And who was the head of 
that agency or was at that time 

Mr. McConuey. Jess Frazier was the agency manager and still 
However, the loan examiner, Paul Boardman, was the man assigned 


» this loan and gave his whole time and attention to it and conferred 
( losely with the dire tors, 
Senator HENNINGs. Is he still ar emplovee of the RFC? 


Mir. McConuey. I believe not. I do not beheve that he is employed 
by the REC at this time. 

Senator Hi NNINGS. Has counsel any knowledge as to Mr. Board 

ills whereabouts / 

There was discussion off the record.) 

Mir. MeConuey. I think he is at Cleveland or Columbus. 

Senator Hrennines. | just learned from counsel that various wit 
nesses to amplify and develop these facts, Mr. MeConley, will be 
brought betore the committee. I thank you. 

Senator GiLLeTre. Is there any further, Senator Monroney ? 

Senator Monroney. Was the matter of the payment of this $10,000 
for this publication discussed with the RFC, so far as your records 
show ¢ . 

Mr. McCon ey. So far as my records show it was not, but I did not 
investigate into that. It was not within my purview at all. So I di 
not know whether it was investigated. Certainly, it was brought ta 








t 


INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY SO 


e attention of the directors. I am sure of that. It must have beer 

Senator Monroney. I wonder what date? 

Mr. McContey. I cannot give you that information, Senator. 

Senator MonRONEY. Would you know whether the RFC direc tors 
ipproved the $10,000 payment or not ¢ 

Mr. McConuey. I do not know. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. MeConley, you occupied the present position 
November 1948, did you not ? 

Mr. McConuey. I was appointed on November 24. 1948. 

Mr. Moor Did you know that in the month of November 1948 

e Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments of 
he United States Senate was conducting an investigation into the 

tivities of the Lustron Corp. ¢ 

Mr. McConuey. I had knowledge of that fact; ves. 

\hy Mo RE. | hand you a document dated Novembet », 19D1.a photo 
tatic COpy of a letten signed by William P. Rogers, addressed to Mr. 
Paul a Cotter. Chiet of [nvestigations Section. Reco struction KF) 

mice Cor poration, marked “Staff Exhibit No. 40° and ask you if that 


qdoes not further refresh your recollection 4 


Mr. McContey. I was familiar with that. Mr. Chairman. but IT had 
othing whatever to do with respect’ to fur ishing the information 
requested. As] said before, ni first real intimate connection with the 
Lustron Corp. began 11) February 1950, at the time the foreclosure 
proceeding — 

Mr. Moore. You say you are familar with it, Mr. MeConlev: does 
that mean that you are familiag spec hically with the information re 
lated in paragraph 2 stating that: 


Information has been received by this subcommittee that the Lustron Corp 
ssibly being xranted additional loans from the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation based on purchase orders providing delivery of prefabricated 
‘ which they know are impossible to be met In some cnuses no delivery 

} 


nse ordel 


is set forth in the pure 


Mr MecContey. Tam familiar only with the facts that requests Were 
made for information, that is all. 

Mir. Moore. Mr. ¢ hairman, l offer this letter in evidence as stafl 
exhibit No. 4. 


Senator Gitterre. If properly identified, it has been previously 

entitied ¢ 

\lr. Moorr. It has beer previously identified as a letter signed by 
William P. Rogers on the letterhead of the United States Senate Con 


tee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, Senate Invest 
Subcommittee, al cl addressed to Mr. Paul a C‘otter. C] ef of 
estigations Section. Reconstruction Finance ( orporatiol 
Senator CrALLETTE. Without objection it will be rece ved an nla ed 
ut of the record. | 
Staff exhibit No. 4 was received in evidence and is in the files « 
bcommiittee. ) 
Mr. Moorr. Mr. MeConley, I hand you a letter dated Novemben 
MS, sioned by Paul J. Cotter, Chief. Investigations Section. and 
ldressed to William P. Rogers, Esquire, Chiet Cou sel, menute 
Inve tigation Subconimittee on Expenditures in the Executive Dr 
partments, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.. which purports 
‘ 


» be in answer to the document previously identified, dated Novembet 
0, 1948,and ask you if you have seen this letter before / 
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(Stafl exhibits i? Ye and » were recelved n ey dence al d lhha \ Le 

O din the files of the subcommittee ) 
\Lr. Moore. | wish at this point in the testimony to call the atte) 
ot the subeommittec toa matter of which it ; 


| il notice. We have requested the Library ot (Congress to 1n 


is concerning the comunittee membersh ps of senator Joseph 
R. MeCarthv during the period 1947 to 1951, durine the Eightiet! 
ne 1947-48 
I would like vour perm on, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
ttee. to read the committee assignments of Senato. Med uthy. 
is this the period during which the payment made 
Senator Gitterre. Is there objection’ The Chat ears none, 
Proceed. 
\ir. Moore. Chat will be our taff exhibit No. 10. 
Senator Gruterre. If there is no objection, it will be received fo1 


Staff exhibit No. 10 was received in evidence and will be found 
e files of the subcommittee. ) 
\ir. Moore. This mtormatio was transmitted to the tal 
L] vy G. Richey, Ame in Law Section of t] Library of C 
under date of November 27, 1951, I tieth Congress, 1947 


‘ mittee assignments: 
| rar, Se] ( Ppec | ('o) riitte I} | | wv Ti Nati } 1) 
e Progran appomted Jar ir ie ti t served until Jur 
S48, when the authority of t 1th ee expired 
Sect i. a ite Commit @ ( Bar \ ( ney Pp} 1 
Fes vv ( O47 : 
| ! nel er of Subcomn e on sSimatil B { ( e] 
Cou ve, REC . ind Subcommittee on Sugar. 
rt Senate Committee on Expe Cure e Ex tive D 
rtments, appointed January 6, 1947, 
Fifth, Joint Committee on Housing, appointed November 17, 1947 
erved unt | the expiration of the committee o1 \M ich 15. 1948. 
(‘onore onal Record reverence Co! Gressloha he ord Y, ve Oe 
yt ) 
“~ tol Vi ed ithv was elected viee ¢ hairman oT the Joint (‘omm 
e on Housing. 
‘a! itor BRENTON. Nis | pWO'nT ONT OT The letterhead that WN ] ve 
t been given that makes the Pquiry about the Lustror Corp., 
“4 Lol \I ( mthy is show! ms The se LOl Rep tbl im member of the 
OMe Ol whose bel lf tive etter 5 written to Nir. Nie =O 
Senator Ginnerre. Thank you, Senator Bento 
‘roceed., 
Senator Henprickson. [ would like to ask counsel if this actually 
es anything, except by way of implication / 
Nha \Ioore. | Lb very olad Vou raise t hist quest on because Ww} iT 
} 


Vant to do IS TO estabhi h as ot this fime, Senator Hen rickso1 


e Senate committee of which Senaton MeCarthyv was a member \ 
he REC concerning ipparent irre 
rit nthe activities of the Lustron ( orp. 
Senator Henprickson. The committee was. 
Mr. Voore. The full committee was, \) ad t} at ws the purport if 
correspondence signed by Mr. Rogers and addressed to Mr, Cott 
( head of the Investigations Unit. 


mmunicatine with t 
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Senator Henprickson. Was the inquiry through members of the 
committee or through the staff? 

Mr. Moore. The staff was communicating with the RFC. 

Senator Henprickson. Thank you. 

Senator Monroney. In the memorandum just introduced in evi 
dence, the memorandum for the files, apparently, dated July 8, 1949, 
that was prepared by the RFC, was it, as a report on their conference 
with Mr. Strandlund ? 

Mr. McContry. What is the Senator referring to?/ 

Senator Monronery. This is the exhibit that was introduced, the 
last page of that. 

Senator Hennines. The memorandum of July 8, is it not, Senator / 

Senator Monroney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McConuey. I do not know whether Mr. Dunham was the di 
rector to whom was referred this Lustron loan. Ido not know whether 
he called this meeting of these gentlemen or whether the meeting 
was called at the request of Mr Strandlund. [I do not know. 

Senator Monroney. But the report was prepared apparently for the 
files of the RFC: was it not? 

Mr. McContery. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. That is what T was trying to learn, it is part 
of your official files / 

Mr. McCon ey. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. T wonder if you had any comment on this 
language in the first paragraph: 

Our conviction is that this company has very top-heavy organization of men 
drawing upward of $10,000 a year. These men consist of too high a proportion 
of sales executives, too high a proportion of financial executives, excessive engi 
neering talent, and a top-heavy organization of administrative vice presidents 
and assistants. There should be immediately a drastic.cut in this type of expend 
iture, together with an elimination of publicity personnel costing presently 
about $70,000 per vear, advertising, legal fees, and engineering, and that imme 
diate attention should be given to the changing by cancellation or otherwise 
the contract that is costing the company a terrific amount of money for the 
movement of the houses from the factory to their destination 

That is all the finding of the RFC executives in their conference 
with Mr. Strandlund, the then president ¢ 

Mr. McConury. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you. This memorandum also states 

Mr. Strandlund was asked whether he would be willing to reduce his ow 
salary and bis answer was “No.” 

Mr. MceCon ey. In that connection I might state that the contract 
which was referred to was cut down drastically in the hauling of 
houses after the receiver had been appointed in the foreclosure pro 
ceeding and to market those houses which were constructed by the 
receiver, that is, the completion of the houses, the partially constructed 
houses, and in his marketing he cut down that contract. 

Senator Monroney. There was some gentleman. I do not recall his 
name, perhaps vou do, who had the contract for the delivery of thes 
houses to the erection site from the factory: is that correct / 

Mr. McConiey. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. What was the gentleman’s name, do you recall / 

Mr. McContey. It is a company. I cannot recall it right now, but 
Mr. Foraker, the receiver, is here, and I am sure he can furnish the 
committee with that information. 
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Senator MONRONEY. The money, however, for the specially built 
trucks, if I remember the Fulbright investigation, was furnished by 
the Lustron Corp.; was it not? 

Mr. McCon.Ley. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. And this man merely had a contract to operate 
the equipment owned by the Lustron Co. / 

Mr. McContey. That is true, I believe. I think that is correct. 

senator MONRONEY. I understand there is another witness who cat 
give us more heht on that. 

Mr. McContry. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. We have other questions on the veneral matters devel 
oped through this witness, but I would like to reserve those questior 
for another witness from the agency. 

Senator Ginterre. All right, Counsel, | would like to ask just a 
ouple ol questions of Mr. MeConley while he ts here 

(vain referring to the memorandum for the files to which Senator 


Monroney has just alluded, I am quoting from the second aaaeaiids 


Mr. Strandlund’s attitude during this meeting was one of defense and he main 


d that he had done a magnificent job in developing this Company to 
ent standards 
\itd- 
Mr. Strandlund was asked whether he would be willing to reduce his own salary 
nd his answer was “No.” He was asked if he thought it would be in the in 


terests of economy to close the plant temporarily 
ind so forth, and— 


i committee 


s answer was “No.” He was asked if he would agree to allow i 
of representatives appointed by the Board of the RFC to go into his plant with 
i view of analyzing his situation and with authority to make such changes as 
ippeared sensible in the light of our drive toward economy, and his answer was 
“No.” 

(nd that memorandum and that attitude as expressed there in the 
memorandum of July 8 is very clear as to the attitude of Mr. Strand- 
lund, but I wanted to ask you with reference to the statement in your 
approval of loans and additional loans, that after that date, on July 
Ll,and July 28, and August 29, and final disbursements in September, 
the “re was authorized additional funds in the sum of 6 or 7 million 
dollars more after that attitude was expressed at that meeting. 

Were those disbursements of funds that had been authorized at a 
previous time or were they authorized after that meeting / 

Mr. McContry. I do not know that I can answer your question 
any more than the statement which I have submitted here shows whe 

ie loans were authorized and the disbursements thereunder under each 
loan. As to whether or not disbursements should have been made o1 
further loans granted, that was an administrative determination for 
he directors to make, and I canot give any information in respect 
to 1t. 

Senator GiLLeTre. But the fact of the matter is, evidently, from this 
statement that after this meeting to which the memorandum refers 
ind after this somewhat recalcitrant attitude taken by Mr. Strandlund, 
there were authorizations—or disbursements, rather—of at least 
4,000,000 thrown after the money that had been made available before 
Phat is true, is it not, of whoever made the decision ¢ 

Mr. McContey. The statement indicates that such disbursements 
were made; yes, Sir. 
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Senator Giuterre. Is there anything further from Mr. McConley, 
Counsel ¢ 

Mr. Moore. I have no further questions of this witness. 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Monroney / 

Senator Monroney. No. 

Senator Hennings. Mr. MecConley, you were not present at the 
meeting when Mr. Strandlund said that he had powerful friends within 
the administration and in Congress and he thought the RFC, Congress. 
and the administration had a moral commitment to him to carry on 
this obligation regardless of its expense until completion and its suc 
cess had been established—vyou were not there / 

Mr. McCon ey. I was not present at that meeting. 

Senator Hennines. At any time during this meeting / 

Mr. McContry. No, sir. 

Senator GiLLeTre. Senator Hendrickson, do you have any questions / 

Senator Henprickson. I have no questions. ‘Thank you. 

Senator Gitterre. All right, Mr. MeConley, you are excused. W: 
are grateful to vou for your help. 

Mr. McContey. Do I understand that I am excused now 4 

Senator GiLuteTre. You are excused, Mr. McConley. 

Mr. McContey. Thank you. 

Senator Gitterre. Will you stand and be sworn’ Do you solemnly 
swear that the evide nee you will present in the matters now in hearing 
before this subcommiteee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Fisner. | do. 


TESTIMONY OF STANLEY T. FISHER, MEMBER OF THE STAFF OF 
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS 


Mr. Moore. State your full name. 

Mr. Fisuer. Stanley T. Fisher. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Fisher, you are a member of the staff of the Sub 
committee on Privileges and Elections / 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And since what date / 

Mr. Fisner. About September of 1951. 

Mr. Moore. Prior to that time? 

Mr. Fister. I was with the United States Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 

Mr. Moorr. Your answer, Mr. Fisher, was that prior to the time 


you were with the U nite «States Securities and Exchange Commission. 


Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Now, a on. I show you, Mr. Fisher. a copy of staff ex 
hibit No. 2, showing the payment by the Lustorn Toa to Senator 
MeCarthy of a sum of 810.000 on November 12, 1948, Mr. Fisher. 
You have, have you not, examined Senator MeCarthy’s 1948 Wis 
consin State tax returns / 


Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir: I have. 


Mr. Moor. These documents are matters of public record in the 


State of Wisconsin: are they not? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir: they are. 

Mr. Moore. Was this sum of $10,000 reported on his 1948 Wiscon 
sin tax return? 





| 
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Mr. Fisuer. It was. 

senator HENNINGS. Mr. Moore. ay I ask counsel 1f by saying 

iat the tax returns are matters of public record in the State of Wis 
onsin, I assume that counsel means to say that they are open to 
public inspection at all times ¢ 

\Ir. Moore. That Is quite correct, Senator. 

Senator Henninas. By anvone / 

Mr. Moore. By anyone. Copies may be obtained by the payment 
Ta nominal fee, 

Now, then, vou have « xamined, have you hot, pursuant to ar tho 
ty conferred by the President. pursual t to Executive order. the Fe 
eral income tax returns of Senator MeCarthiy / 

Mer. Fisuer. Yessir: I have 
Mr. Moorr. Was the S1LO000 fee paid to Senator MeCart] v by La 
ron reported in his 1948 Federal tax return / 

Mr. Fisner. No, sir: it was not. 

Mir. Moore. It was not 4 ? 

\Iv. Fisuer. No, sir. 

Mir. Moore. Did Senator MeCart! v include the 810,000 Lustro: 


her | ederal mMncome-tax return 


‘ 


1 
4) 


Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir: he reported in the 1949 Federal income tax 
eturn. 

Mr. Mo RE. He reported it in his 1949 Fede rel Income Tax retur 

Mr. Fisuner. Yes, sir. 

Mir. Moore. Has vour investigation, Mr. Fisher. disclosed any inte 

etation given to Senator MeCarthy bv the State of V\ 

pect to the vear in which this n onev was to be repo 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, sir; it has 

\I Moore. I show you a memorandum of correspondence dated 

M h 1, 1949, a letter from Senator MeCarthy to J. L. Tibbetts 
essor of Income, department of taxation, State of Wisconsin. a 

reply of March 5, 1949, by Assessor J. L. Tibbetts, which will b 

r staff exhibit No. 11. and ask you if these two letters do not appeal 
the file in Wisconsin containing Senator MeCartl v's Income-tax 

eturns for those letters ¢ 
Mir. Fister. Yes, sir: they do 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, may I offer these excerpts in evidence 
taff’s exhibit No. 11. 

Senator PTennines (presiding). Without objection the excerpt 
he recerved 11) evidence. 
Stalls exhibit No. 11 was received in evidence and will be round 

the files of the committee. ) 

Mr. Moore. The letter of March 1, 1949, from Senator McCarthy to 
Libbetts reauested an interpretation : did it not 4 , 

Mr. Fister. Yes, sir; it did. He explained the situation to them 
to what the payment consisted of, and what the agreement more 
less was and asked them whether it should be 1948 or 1949 in 


‘ome 


Mr. Moorr. And on Mareh 5, 1949, Mr. Tibbetts stated that: 


x you are reporting your income on a cash basis. it is the , 
he royalty advance would be considered income in the ve 
Wea une that the royalty is definite ‘ucome that will be chargeable eS 
future sales. We have also assumed that. regardless of 


pavments would be considered eincome nnd not at 
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to repayment to the paying company in the event that sales do not prove 
numerous or profitable as expected. If our numerous assumptions are incorre: 
please advise us 

You reeall that ? 

Mir. Fister. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And the document so states ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes. 

Mr. Moorr. It is a fact, is it not, Mr. Fisher, and you have examin 
a copy of the contract between Lustron and Senator Me¢ ‘arthy heret: 
fore identified as staff exhibit No. 3, dated November 12, 1948, the f 
$10,000 had been paid to Senator McCarthy on the basis of the proy 
sion of guaranty contained in paragraph 6 of this agreement, readit 
as follows: 

In full payment for the rights and obligations given hereunder, Lustron agre: 
to pay to McCarthy a royalty of 10 cents per copy on each of the first 100,0u 
copies sold or distributed by it, and 5 cents per copy on each copy sold ther 
after Lustron guarantees the sale or distribution of 100,000 copies there 

Mir. Fister. Yes, sir 

Mr. Moorr. Do you find. Mr. Fisher, did your investigation disek 
any record of correspondence between Senator Me¢ ‘arthy and 1 
Federal authorities with respect to the manner in which this incor 
should be treated / 

Mr. FISHER. In the records of the Internal Revenue Departme 
{ could find no record of Senator MeCarthy to them regarding th 
S10.000 Lustron fee. 

Mr. Moore. Did the Federal authorities accept this treatment of t 
S10,000 Lustron fee / 

Mr. Fisuer. Did they what? 

Mr. Moore. Did they accept it ? 

Mr. Fistier. They did not accept Senator McCarthy's treatment 
of it as 1949 income. 

Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Mr. Fister. They did not accept it as 1949 income. 

Mr. Moore. Was the return audited ? 

Mr. Fisuer. The return of 1948 and 1949 was audited by the Fed 
eral Government. They reversed or they pulled out of his 1949 incom 
tax return the $10,000 Lustron fee and treated it as 1948 income 
an adjustment. 

Mr. Moore. It was treated as 1948 income / 

Mr. Fisuer. Right. 

Mr. Moore. Rather than 1949? 

Mr. Fisner. That is right, 

Mr. Moore. Now then, as a result of this adjustment, Was Senat: 
McCarthy assessed an additional Federal tax on account of 1948 
come ¢/ 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir, he was. 

Mr. Moore. Can you tell the subcommittee the amount of that a 
ditional assessment / 

Mr. Fisner. On the 1948 income that adjustment in combinati 
with one other adjustment resulted in an additional tax taX asses 
ment against Senator McCarthy of $4,947.17. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Fisher. did this assessment of additional 
in the amount of 34,947.17, did this additional assessment res 
W holly from the inclusion of the $10,000 fee in the 1948 income ? 
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Mr. Fisuer. No, sir. There was one other income, a deduction 
that they disallowed. Senator McCarthy reported having paid $700 
interest to a Mr. F. J. Sensenbrenner, on his 1949 income. 

The Internal Revenue Department reversed this, would not allow it 
as a deduction on his 1948 income tax return for the reason that they 
said it had not been paid in cash, but had been added to principal, 

Mr. Moore. Well, how, how did the State ot Wisconsin treat the 
S700 ¢ 

Mr. Fisuer. Senator McCarthy did not report the item at all on any 
of his Wisconsin State income tax returns. 

Mir. Moore. Is it your testimony that the Sensenbrent er loan was 
not reported at all? 

Mr. Fisuer. Not the loan. ‘The interest paid on the loan. 

Mr. Moore. I see. 

Mr. Fisner. Was not reported on the Wisconsin income tax re 
turn. That was a deduction against income, of course. 

Mir. Moorr. Mr. Fisher, in the course of your investigation you 
his vered., a cd Vou not, independent ey idence of the eXistence of Sut h 

hOwn 4 

Mar. FISHER. Indepe l dent evidence of what, Sir ¢ 

Vir. Moore. Of the existence of a Sensenbrenner loan ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir, I did. I discovered—— 

Mir. Moorr. lL hand vou, Mr. Fisher, a document dated September 11, 
951, sioned by Senator Mi Carthy anc idadre ea to My. Matt =“ hul ; 
president, Appleton State Bank, Appleton, Wis.. and ask vou if that 

not a photostatie copy of an actual letter which you obtained from 

f files ofthe \ppleton state Bar K f 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir, it is. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence the photostatic copy 

| have just identified, a letter signed by Senator McCarthy and 
ten on the letterhead of the United States Senate, Committee o1 


Expenditures in the Executive Departments, to Mr. Schuh, dated Sep- 


tember 11, 1951, and reading in the first paragraph thereof 
I as undoubtedly informed vou, we sold 1,000 shares of S¢ 
of $61,000, less the commissio Chis should be ficient to take 
e loan to the bank, together with my loan to F. J. Sensenbrenner, As of 
] ] ‘ \ir. Sensenbrenner 814.016.63 
Senator Gitterre. Without objection it will be received in t 
‘ 4) c 
\"\ it number was given to that exhibit ? 


Mr. Moore. Exhibit No, 12. 
Staff exh bit No. 12 was received in evidence and will be found n 
e fy] 


files of the committee. ) 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Fisher, continuing with the matter of the Federal 
t of 1948 and 1949 returns, am I correct that the terms of the $10.- 

} Lustron fee to L948 income resulted ina credit to the taxpaver on 

ount of 1949 4 


Mr. Fister. They adjusted the 1949 tax return for the $10,000 and 
ther miscellaneous adjustments. The net result of all of those ad- 
on the 1949 income tax return resulted in a credit represent 
ne an overassessment to Senator Me¢ ‘arthy of $972.02. The adjust 
ent of the 1948 income tax return resulted in an assessment of a de- 
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ficiency of $4,947.17. So the net result of these two adjustments was 
a deficiency assessment of $3,975.15. 

Mr. Moore. So is this correct, by way of summary, taking into the 
account the credit in 1949 and the overassessment in 1948, the net bene 
fit to the Federal Treasury was an additional tax of $3,975.15 ¢ 

Mr. Fisuer. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Let me ask you this, did this net additional assessment 
come about solely as a result of the disallowance of the 1948 Lustron 
fee as an addition to gross income for that year? 

Mr. Fisurr. No, sir. The 1948 adjustment was due primarily to 
that Lustron fee in addition to the S700 Sensenbrenner interest that was 
disallowed. The 1949 adjustment was the result of several adjust- 
ments. There were two large adjustments. They did not allow that 
$10,000 Lustron fee reported in 1949, and they also disallowed a claim 
of interest paid to the Appleton State Bank in the amount of $6,810.28. 

Mr. Moore. On what basis was that payment to the Appleton State 
Bank of interest disallowed ? ; 

Mr. Fisurr. That reversal was on the basis that this interest of 
$6,810.28 had really been paid in cash in 1946, 1947, and 1948 and, 
therefore, was not a proper deduction on the 1949 income tax return, 
should have been deducted in respective years in which it was paid. 

Mr. Moore. Is it ate explanation that this money had actually 
been paid in those years, but had not been taken as deduction 

Mr. Fisuer. That is right. That was the stand of the Internal 
Revenue Department se also the stand of the Wisconsin authorities 
on the Wisconsin tax returns. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Fisher, in order to achieve that combination of cir 
cumstances it required, did it not, a certain amount of cooperation be 
tween the bank and Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Fisurr. Yes, sir. It certainly did. 

Mr. Moore. I hand to you, Mr. Fisher, a photostatic copy of a letter 
written by Senator McCarthy on the letterhead of the United States 
Senate, Committee on Banking and Currency, to Mr. Schuh, president 
of the Appleton State Bank, Appleton, Wis., dated April 15, 1947, and 
ask you if that is not a photostatic copy of a letter which you obtained 
in the files of the said bank? 

Mr. Fisner. Yes, sir, it is. 

Mr. Moore. Now does that serve to refresh your recollection as to 
the method or the manner of cooperation between Senator McCarthy 
and the Appleton bank ? 

Mr. Fister. The method was this, Senator McCarthy told the presi 
dent of the Appleton State Bank that he did not wish to pay the 1 
terest cue in 1946, possibly subsequent years against the date when it 
might be more advantageous to him to use it as a deduction. Wher 
interest accrued on his indebtedness to the Appleton State Bank the 


amount of that interest would be paid by Senator McCarthy by check, 


the exact amount of the interest. Senator MeC arthy’s indebtedness to 
the Appleton State Bank was represented by two notes at that time 1: 
1946, one note ap proximate!) $40,000, that is very rough, for the sake 
of an example, and another note in the amount of $7,000. 

When the Appleton State Bank received this remittance from Sen 
ator McCarthy they credited as principal to the larger note. They 
added the same amount to the interest note, thereby interpreting the 





ul 


th 


IS 


an 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY QO5 


payment as a payment against the principal and not as a payment on 
interest. His indebtedness to the bank remained exactly the same. 
One note was reduced, the other note was increased, 

Upon investigation both the Wisconsin authorities and the Federal 
income tax people decided that the interest was actually paid in cash 
in 1946-47. They went behind the actual circumstances, It was 
actually paid in cash in those years and should have been deducted in 
those years and was not a proper deduction against his 1949 income. 
That is it briefly. 

Mr. Moore. Is that arrangement with the bank to which Senator 
Met arthy refers in his letter of April 15 when he Savs: 

Iyear MatT: instead of having Ray give you a check for the interest on thes 
two notes, Matt, | wonder if you would apply it on the principal instead in that 
I would like to wait until near the end of the year to decide whether the interest 
should be paid this year or next year for income-tax purposes? 

Mr. Firsuer. That refers to that arrangement. 

Mr. Moorr. It was that arrangement which the Federal authorities 
disapproved ¢ 

Mr. Fisner. That is right 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Fisher, can you identify the Ray referred to 
paragraph 2 of this letter 

Mr. Fister. That is Ray Kiermas, an emplovee in Senator MceCat 
thy ’s othice. 

Mr. Moore. I hand you, Mr. Fisher, a photostatic copy of a letter 
dated April LS, 1947, addressed to Senator McCarthy, senate (ttice 
Building, Washington, D. C., and ask if that is not a photostatic copy 
of areply toexhibit No. 13 previously identified ¢ 

Mr. Fister. Yes, sir: that is the reply to that letter. 

Mr. Moore. I call your attention to paragraph 3, the last paragraph 


of this letter of April 18, 1947, referring to a statement made: 


rusting that vou will mail us an additional check so e can again get y 
margin up to 20 percent without much further delay so the loans on't be 
criticized by the Department, and with kind personal regards, I am yours very 


truly, President. 


Mr. Fisner. The agreement on Senator MeCarthy’s loan with the 
\ppleton State Bank was this. that he would at all times keep up 
collateral to the outstanding balance of the loan plus 20 percent. hh 
other words, 120 percent of margin. 

Nh \LOoRE. With further reference tothe arrangement about whi hy 
you have testified, between the Appleton State Bank and Senator 
McCarthy, | hana you a letter dated July 12, 1947, a photostatic COpy 
ot a letter, on the letterhead of the | nited States Senate, Committee 


} 


on Banking and Currency, also addressed to Mr. Schuh, signed by Joe 


‘To what does the 20-percent margin reference signif\ 


1 


McCarthy, and ask vou if that is not also a photostatic copy ot a letter 
uu obtained in the files of the said bank c 

Mr. Fister. Yes, sir: it is. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Fisher, the first paragraph of this letter re 


\ 


ul derstanding to which you have testified ¢ 


Mr. Fister. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Moore. That is the instance wherein Senator MeCarth es 
the laa gvuage: 

I have two reasons for wanting to pay by note instead of cash—one of whicl 

that I cl nt want to use this interest as an income tax deduct ol this vear 


al fl pay by cash I can’t hold it over until next year as a redu 
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I wonder if you might have any idea as to what the second and even more 
important reason is. 

Senator Gitterre. Did you want to introduce this into the record ? 

Mr. Moore. I want it marked as exhibit No. 15, that is, staff exhibit 
No. 15. 

Senator Guerre. Exhibits 13, 14, and 15 have not been placed in 
the record, if you wish to have them. 

Mr. Moore. | regcret the oversight. | wish formally to otter them 
n the record at this time. 

Senator GULLETTE. They will be received and incorporated in the 
record under their proper identification. 

(Staff exhibits 13, 14, and 15 will be found in the files of the sub 
committee. ) 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, Mr. Fisher, on November 12, 1948, the date 
when thig check was made out to Senator McCarthy for the Lustron 
fee, L take it that he had a loan account with the Appleton State Bank; 
= that correct / 

Mr. Fisner. Yes, sir; he did. 

Mr. Moore. W] hat was his indebtedness to the bank at that time ? 

Mr. Fisuer. $72,948.96. 

Mr. \IooreE. Were these evidenced by notes 4 

Mr. | ISHER. This indebtedness Was evidenced by three notes, Sen 
ator McCarthy’s note in the amount of $46,153.68; another note, Sen 
ator McCarthy’s note, in the amount of $6,810.28; and another note, 
Senator McCarthy’s note, endorsed by Mr. Russell M. Arundel of 
Washington, D. C., in the amount of $20,000, for a total amount of 
13.96. 

Mr. Moo rE. Would you say that Mr. Arundel was an endorser of a 
note int! . amount of $20,000 ¢ 

Mr. Fr isner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And he isa resident of Washington, D. C.? 

Mr. Fisner. Yes, sir. 

Senator GILLeTtre. Did these notes that you have qust ec alled attel 
tion to represent indebtedness of Senator Mc‘ enthy 4 to this bank ? 

Ir. Moore. To the bank. 

Senator Giutetre. To the Appleton bank? 

Mr. Moore. Yes. 

Mr. Fisher, I wish to call your attention to a series of communica 
tions—that is, photostatie copies of communications—which you ob 
tained by subpena on the Appleton State Bank, and ask vou if you 
M I. seriatim, exXamiune these communications and state to the com 
mittee whether in fact the “Vy are photos tatic copies of those communi 
tions relating to the Arunde | endorsement. 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir; they are. 

Mr. Moore. First a letter from Mr. Schuh, president of the Apple 
ton State Bank, to Senator McCarthy, dated December 1 1947. 
which he states [reading] : . 


Sw, 
(Zee 


In accordance with our telephone conversation of today I am enclosing hert 


a note for $20,000 for a period of 6 months, which you are going to sign and 
have endorsed by Russell M. Arundel. Have Mr. Arundel endorse the note < 
the back so, in the event it isn’t taken care of on the day it is due, we won't 
have to protest it. 


Next, a letter dated December 9, 1947, from Senator McCarthy to 
Mr. Schuh, stating [reading] : 
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Enclosed you will find my note in the amount of $20,000, endorsed by Russell 


M. Arundel. His residence is Warrenton, Va., and that is the address he would 
prefer your using, He does, however, have a Washington office at 1200 Eighteenth 
Street NW. 

A letter dated October 13, 1948, from Mr. Schuh, addressed to 
Senator McCarthy, and stating: 


I received your letter of October ¥, but in that letter you made no ment 


of our letter to you of September 29 with reference to the Arundel note 


And the final paragraph, Mr. Chairman, which states: 


I hope that you can arrange this within the next few days, so I won't 
to dip into Ray Kiermas’ savings account in order to adjust your loan 


\ letter dated October 18, 1948, on the letterhead of Senator M« 
Carthy, United States Senator, Washington, D. C., referring to t! 
letter of October 15, addressed to the Senaton by Mr. Schuh, and 
Stating: 


Wonder if you would hold up everything on this until I return to Appletot 
which will be immediately after the election. 

A communication dated April 5, 1948, from Mr. Schuh, president of 
the bank, to Senator McCarthy, with further reference to the Arundel 
note. in which he states, page 1, paragraph a 


As to the note which we are carrying for $20,000, endorsed by Russell M 
Arundel, the directors haven't looked too favorably on this note for the reason 
that Mr. Arundel hasn’t any liquid assets shown on his statement, as his state 
ment shows mostly some local companies which he controls, and real estate, Which 
is encumbered. Therefore, 1 think you should advise Mr. Arundel to be prepared 
to pay this note when it is due on June 8, 1948, 


A further reference on page ? of this communication, Mr. Chairman 
paragraph 2, stating: 


The note at the Bank of Black Creek endorsed by A. Polisky has been due 
Since March 8 


And the final two communications, Mr. Chairman. one dated Sep 
tember 29, 1948, from the president of the bank to Senator McCarthy, 
in Which the president of the bank states : 


Drak JOE: Last week we were finished with an examination by the State de 
partment, and they placed your note endorsed by Russell Arundel on the ob 
Jectionable list, meaning that we either must get the note paid within the next 
days or charge it off Uf course, when it comes to charging it off, it would mean 
immediately handing it out for collection. 

They were very much insistent that we take the $10,000 savings account of 
Ray Kiermas on payment of the note. I am just giving you this so you can 
at this needs your immediate attention. 


goa th 


And finally, Mr. Chairman, a communication of October 20, 1948, 
from the president ot the bank to Senator McCarthy stating: 


Your letter of the 18th received, in which you equested that L hold up every 
thing until you return to Appleton right after election [can hold this up, pro 


ung you write me au letter immediately advising me that you have made ar 
rangements to pay the Arundel note without using anv of vour collateral. which 


senator GILLETTE. The documents vou have just referred to. cout 
sel, vou Wish introduced in the record / 
Mr. Moore, As one exhibit. 


Senator Gitterre. Do you want to identify them as a group / 








9S INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


Mr. Moore. I have previously asked the witness to identify them 
separately. Now, Mr. Chairman, all of them as one exhibit, as the next 
exhibit in number, staff exhibit No. 16. 

Senator GitLerre. Without objection, they will be received and 
made a part of the record. 

(Staff exhibit No. 16 will be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

Senator Giuterre. At this time, I think it would be well if we re- 
cessed and reassembled at 2:15 o’clock. The committee will recess 
and reassemble at 2: 15 o’clock. 

Mr. Fisher, you will be here on hand. 

( Whereupon, at 12:30 p. mh., the subcommittee recessed to recon- 
vene at 2: lo p.m. the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Present: Senators Gillette, Hennings, Monroney, and Hendrickson. 

Also present : Senator Benton. 

Senator Gitterre. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee meets pursuant to the recess taken over the noon 
hour. At the time we recessed, Mr. Fisher was on the stand, but we 
had not completed taking his testimony ; so, will you proceed, counsel ? 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Fisher, before the recess you offe red some testimony 
concerning a note, a loan rather, of Senator MeCarthy, evidenced by 
a note endorsed by Russell Arundel, of Washington, D. C., and cer- 
tain exhibits, exhibit No. 16, tea ee of six separate communica- 
tions you identified, and they weve offered in evidence. 

With re spect to that loan, I war t to put to you this question: It is 
i fact—is it not—that oe the communications which have al 
ready been put in evidence, t Appleton State Bank found it nee- 
essary to charge the loan off its a on or about January 1, 1949 ¢ 


TESTIMONY OF STANLEY T. FISHER—Resumed 


Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir 

Mr. Moorr. I show you a communication bearing that date, ad 
dressed to Senator Mc¢ ‘arthy by the president of the Appleton State 
esa and ask you if that is a copy of the letter which you obtained 
from the files of the bank in Appleton. 

Mir. I isner. Yes, sir: it is. 

Mr. Moore. I offer this letter, Mr. Chairman, as exhibit No. 17. 

Senator GILLETTE. Without objection, the exhibit will be entered 
ind made part of the record. 

(The document referred to was marked “Staff Exhibit No. 17” and 
will be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moorr. Mr- Fisher, the first few lines of the first paragraph 
state: 
Dear Joe: Just to bring you up to date on your loans. The Arundel note has 
een charged off our books at tl direction of the banking department The 
alance due on this note after deducting the $1,000 Seaboard dividend is $6,553.14 


Will you ple ase state, explain to the subcommittee, the significance 
of the action of the bank in charging off this loan ? 

Mr. Fisner. The loan had been the source of considerable annoy 
ance to the bank and to the Banking Department of the State of 
\W IsSconsin. The president of the bank had several times suggested 
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to Senator McCarthy that Mr. Arundel make good on his endorsement 
on the note. 

However, nothing was done along those lines, and when the balance 
vot down to $6,553.14—I] might say it got down there; there was some 
stock sold in the amount of $12.446.96. collateral stock, which was 
applied against the $20,000. It got down to $6,553.14. The bank 
apparently did not insist that Mr. Arundel make good on his endorse- 
ment, 

There was nothing in the file to indicate that there is anything along 
those lines attempted. 

Mr. Moore. Let me ask you this question right there, Mr. Fisher. 
When the bank charged the note off, it might, would you say, at that 
time have insiste | that the note be Pp valid ? 

Mr. Fisuer. It should have. 

Mr. Moore. It should have? 

Mr. Fisuer. I imagine, under the agreement. I didn’t see any 
agreement, but naturally the man endorsed it, and they look te him 
for the payment of the note if the maker of the note can’t pay it. 
That is what he endorses it for. 

Senator Giutterre. Who is Mr. Arundel ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Arundel endorsed the note; yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Yes; but who is he? 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Arundel—we couldn’t get too much definite infor- 
mation on him. I understand he owns some private businesses. We 
have a sketch here, particulars of his background, as far as we were 
able to obtain them. 

We found that he was a very good friend and associate of a Mr. 
Jim Barnes. who is a registered lobbyist in the Senate representing 
some 30 companies. That is the extent of our information on Mr. 
Arundel, except that he is very prominent in horse circles out in Wat 
renton. Va. 

Senator Giuterre. On the note that Senator McCarthy owed the 
Appleton bank, Mr. Arundel appeared as an endorser ¢ 

Mr. Fisuer. No, sir: only the $20,000. 

Senator Grtterre. On the $20,000 note ? 

Mr. Fisuer. That’s right; yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterrre. He was an endorser on that? 

Mir. Fister. Yes, sir. 

Senator Giuuetrr. He was not a comaker of the note? 

Mr. Fisuer. No. sir: he was an endorser. On January 5—— 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Fi sher, if I can interrupt you, this letter states that 
it the direction of the banking department it was charged off, this 
£20,000 item. Does that mean that the bank had to take this as a loss? 

Mr. Fisuer. They should have charged it off as a bad debt. 

Mr. Moore. It is true—is it not—that this debt was eventually paid? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir. We can go into subsequent history on that. 
\fter they charged off the amount of $6,553.04, they made an arrange- 
ment with Senator McCarthy where he gave them predated checks for 
$150 each. The bank used those checks as the dates became due to the 
extent of poss ib ly $1,000, 

The loan got down to around $5,000 through those payments. Then 
the bank reinstated and charged it against Senator McCarthy’s loan 
veccount and it became a part of the general pot. Eventually the 
vhole thing was paid off, including that balance of the Arundel note. 
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The whole $20,000 was paid off through the course of the history of 
the account. There was no méne y lost by the bank on that Arundel 
note, 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, Mr. Fisher, directing your attention to ex- 
hibit 17, this letter dated January 4, 1949, the second paragraph of 
the first page states that the amount due on the other two notes 
now, that means the two notes other than what you have re ferred to as 
the Arundel note? 

Mr. Fisner. Yes, su 

Mr. Moore. That amount. the letter states, is $52,943.963 isn’t 
that so/ 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes. sir: that consisted of two notes, 346,133.68 and 
SOSLOLS 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, Mr. Fisher, Mr. Schuh, the bank president, 
goes on to sa\ in this letter that these notes are secured by collatera] 


as follows, and he recites in one section here (reading) : 
Security placed as collateral by Mr. Kiermas in the sum of $26,452 nO 


Do you see that ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Wiermas is the gentleman whom you have 
identified ¢ 

Mr. I ISHER. As an employee in Senator Met Carthy’s office. 

Mr. Moore. And there is subsequent heading, “Securities which are 
owned by you in the total amount”—"by you” meaning Senator Me- 
Carthy: isn’t that so?—— 

Mr. Fisyuer. Yes, sir 

Mr. Moore (continuing). “In the total amount of $33,417.43”; isn’t 
that right / 

Mr. Fiswer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then. the first paragrap 1h on the second page says 
that, with both Senator McCarthy's collateral and that of Ray Mier 
mas, the margin is only 7 percent. Now, you have pre ‘viously 1 testi 
fied, have you not, that the margin was required to be 20 percent 

t all times / 

Mr. Fisner. Twenty percent over the amount of the indebtedness. 

Mr. Moorr. Over the amount of the indebtedness / 

Mr. Fisrer. That means he was shy 1: —_ reent. 

Mr. Mi ore. Mr. Kiermas’ coll: ater: al- 

Senator Monroney. Would that be true in the event that you had 
a cash savings account / 

Mr. Fisuer. That was included in the amount of the collateral. 

Senator Monronery. Yes, but would they ask 2 percent more than 


the cash in the savings account which was in the definite control of 


the bank at that time ? 

Mr. Fisuer. They included that savings account as part of Mr. 
Kiermas’ collateral. 

Senator Monroney. They would require 20 percent additional col- 
lateral behind the $10,000 cash savings ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes. In other words, they say that his margin was 
only 7 percent. That 7 percent included the $10,000 of Mr. Kiermas. 

Mr. Moorr. Now. Mr. Fisher. it is a fact is it not—that Mr 
Kiermas’ collateral, his $10,000 savings account. was first put up on 
behalf of Senator McCarthy early in 1947? 


ile - — 
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Mr. Fisuer. As far as we can determine by studying the corre- 
spondence, that is about as close as we can fix the date. 

Mr. Moore. I show you a photostatic copy of a letter signed by Ray 
Kiermas, dated April 23, 1947, sent on the letterhead of the United 
States Senate C ommittee on Banking and Currency, addressed to Mr. 
M. A. Schuh, president, Appleton State Bank, Appleton, Wis., and 

sk you if that is not a photostatic reproduction of a communication 
which you obtained in the files of the bank. 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir; that is. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as we have not had an oppor- 
tunity to duplicate, to reproduce, sufficient copies of this communica- 
tion, I ask your permission to read the contents of the communication. 

Senator GILLeTre. Very well. 

Mr. Moore (reading) : 


Dear Matt: As the Senator is in the hospital and it looks as though he will 
have to be there for 2 or 3 days, I am sending this letter to authorize you to use 
iny savings account for the additional collateral he needs to put up at this time. 
I have also ordered $2,000 worth of stock and will forward this to you as soon 
as it is received. 

This is only a temporary arrangement to take care of his account until he is 
well again and able to complete other arrangements. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Ray KrerMAs. 

P. S.—Joe has a bad case of sinus. 

Mr. Fisher, how temporary did this arrangement prove to be, will 
you state to the committee ? 

Mr. Fisner. The temporary arrangement developed into a rather 
permanent thing. That $10,000 was up as collateral, among others of 
Mr. Kiermas’ collateral, well into 1949 and possib ly into early 1950. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, in the communication which we have pre- 
viously referred To, exhibit Lt. the letter ot January $+, 1949, this col- 
lateral was still in being, was it not ? 

Mr. Fisurer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And at that time the total amount of Senator Me- 
Carthy’s loans was $56,869.93; is that right ? 

Mr. Itstrer. That was the collateral; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moors. And Mr. Kiermas’ securities and savings account in 
the amount of $23,452.50 was still unpledged ; is that right ? 

Mr. Fisuer. That . right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Have you had an opportunity to calculate the per 
centage ¢ 

Mr. Fisner. No. It is eround 45 percent. 

Mr. Moorr. Have you had an opportunity to examine the limits of 
the respective collaterals, both of Senator McCarthy and of Mr. 
Ix ermas ¢ 

Mr. Fisner. Yes, sir. 

In among the correspondence submitted by the Appelton bank were 
three little 5-by-5 cards which apparently was an excerpt from a 
report of a banking examiner. On those cards they gave the limit, 
is far as we are able to find out, of the amount of collateral put up 
by Mr. Kiermas. 

Mr. Moors. I show you photostatic reproductions of what appeal 
to be index cards, and ask you if this is the document to which you 
have just referred. 
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Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir: those are the cards. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Fisher, the document which has just been identified 
bears the name “Joseph R. McCarthy” in the upper left-hand corne: 
of the first line: isn’t that so? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir; that is so. 

Mr. Moore. And op — that the figure 52,943.96 ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir: that is so. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, have you been able to ascertain the significa 
of the figure that I have just read to you, the 52.943.964 What do 
that represent ¢ 

Mr. KisHi R. That is the balance of he indebtedness of Mr IX el 
mas—of Senator Mc¢ arthy to the Ap sites State Bank at vari 
periods. That balance of $52,945.96 obtained from January 5, 1949 
to June 

Mr. Moore. It was approxinately the end of March, was it not / 

Mr. Fisurr. To December 1949. From January 5 to December 


1949. There was an entry on the 3lst to change the balance. 
Mr. Moorr. Now, then, one further question with respect to th 
nature of this document. Did you find these three index cards 


the files of the cor respol idence of the bank ? 

Mr. Fister. Yes, sir: among the correspondence, not attached t 
anvthing. Just stuck in there. 

Mr. Moore. Did: anyone exp lain to you what these represented / 

Mr. Fisuer. He did not. I did not ask him. At that time th 
weren't too important. I hadn’t examined them, as a matter of fa 

Mr. Moorr. You had not examined them at that time. Since the 
you have had an op portunity to e xamine them: isn’t that so? 

Mr. Fisner. Yes, sir 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask counsel whethe1 
is his intention to tie this testimony in to some improper action, beea 
I think this lengthy testimony about a man’s banking affairs—I gues 
at one time or another we have all had the experience of owing t! 
bank some money in our lives, and I just want to be fair about the thing 
If it is counsel’s intention to show, he can show, some improper actis 
motive, why, that is another thing. 
Mr. Moore. Senator Hendrickson, the purpose of this testimon: 
as will appear, is to demonstrate that during this period in questior 


and for long periods antedating the date of this Lustron contract 


Senator McCarthy was in a precarious financial condition, to such ; 
extent as, for example, this document here which I have just aske 
the witness to identify, and which appears to be a report, extra 
from a report, of bank examiners, states in the very last line: ; 
This is a very weak loan which should have the constant attention of the 
management 
We will further show through the correspondence and testimony 
Senator Hrenprickson. All right, if you are going to show som 
improper activity 
Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman? 
Senator Griterre. Senator Hennings. 
Senator Henntnes. I was about to make the same inquiry t 
senator ITe ndrickson has made. I cannot see that the precariou ne 
of a man’s financial condition has any bearing upon the poe lety 01 


se 


impropriety of any act which we may now be making inquiry as t 


A good many of us are constantly in precarious financial Saati 
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[ can’t see that this foundation being laid, unless it has some direct 
bearing upon the Lustron transaction, is germane to the inquiry, unless 
| misconceive the purpose of counsel. 

Mr. Moorr. May I address myself to that, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Senator Gitterre. Yes, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, as | Was about to continue when thie 
question Was 1 terposed by Senator Hendrickson, and as I would like 
to continue now that Senator Hennings has made these observations, 
we will show here that this was a long, continuous course of actior 
whereby the borrower at the bank, Senator McCarthy, was continu- 
ously harassed by the bank. ‘The bank, in turn, was har assed by the 
banking examiners, and this was a Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora 

on insured bank. 

That it was pushe d to such extremes, as we have already indicated, 
that it became necessary for him to resort to putting up as collatera! 
securities the savings account and securities auccount of his own ollice 
assistant, and, as we will demonstrate, even that of his own brother, 
later on. 

That he was in debt not only to the bank in substantial amount 
fora long period of time, but that he was also in debt to other persons, 
persons other than the bank, and apparently persons whose identity 
the bank was unaware of, 

For all of these reasons we feel that it is essential to develop this 
aspect of the record for the purpose of showing the man's motivation, 
because this committee will have definitely to make a study, an 
analysis, of this entire transaction from the point of view of Senator 
Mi Carthy’ s motivation in entering into a contract of this kind at 
this particular time with this capiedibe corporation, and L submit, 
Mr. Chairman, that it is extremely relevant on that point and that we 
ot | be permitted to deve lop 1 

Senator Giutetre. ‘The chairman might say that the same question 
which has been raised by the two Senators here has been in the chair 
man’s mind for some time as to the relevancy of this line of ques 
tioning, as has been suggested by both of the Senators. ‘The mere 
fact that a man is In financial straits is not in and of itself a matter 
for condemnation, as we have all been through that. I am sure. I 
know the chairman has. 

But if it is the intention of the counsel to connect this up with 
the facts that we-are investigating in connection with the Lustron 
contract, unless there is ob jection, specific object lion made, the counsel 

| be allowed to proceed, If any member wants to raise a particular 
question at this time, or would postpone it until such time as the 
counsel has laid the ground work for the relevancy that he has in 
mind— ~ 

Senator Hennings. Mr. Chairman, if I may, | would like to ask 
COU sel whether or not it is counsel's theory that because a man m: LV 
be in financial straits that it also is greater or less motivation to the 

cquiring of money than if he may be at the time affluent / 

We know that sometimes the appetite for money grows by the 
way it feeds as well as out of desperate circumstances when one may 
be financially embarrassed, and I can’t quite for my part see that 

Inquiry into Senator McCarthvy’s bank transactions, unless it 
relates to some phase of his dealings with the Lustron Corp., is 
verinane to this inquiry. 
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I may still not understand counsel's purposes or intentions, but 
the fact that a man has money or that he does not have money would 
not seem to me to be persuasive as to furnishing motivation for his 
desire to acquire money through one source or another. 

Mr. Moore. Senator Hennings—— 

Senator HENNINGs. | may misconceive counsel's theory on this 
entirely, 

Senator Henprickson. That is my concern, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. My concern relates to-the questioning, which 
I think was proper, regarding income-tax benefits that might be 
derived from certain accounting methods used in carrying forward 
or carrying backward interest payments or putting income into one 
year when it could have more properly been charged in another. 

Senator HENNINGs. Counsel did not state that as the purpose here. 

Senator Monronry. That was the way the testimony began, and 
I join with you in wondering whether the establishment of any 
amount of financial difficulty might be ground work for the Inquiry 
into the Lustron fee. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I think we have got to return to a 
consideration of the initial charge 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this. 
] would like to see some eV idence of W rongdoing before I would be a 
party to investigating any man’s personal banking affairs. There 
would have to be some evidence ot wrongdoing proven, if that Was 
justified. 

I know in my own community, one of the finest citizens we ever 
had. he was constantly in debt. His debts constantly mounted, but 
he died leaving’ a great record behind him because he had rendered 
t great service, but he was completely irresponsible as far as his 
debts were coneerned. 

Until we make the act of debt in this country a crime, I don’t think 
we ought to pursue a line which permits a man’s whole financial life 
to be exposed, unless it is connected with or related to some wrong 
doing. 

Senator Henninas. I join with the Senator from New Jersey, Mr. 
Chairman. I can’t see that this has any bearing upon the Lustron 
matter insofar as counsel’s declared offer of proof thus far relates. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, it is not certainly the position of 
counsel that the act of debt isa crime, to use Senator Hendrickson’s 
expression. 

Senator Henprickson. I said until we make it a erime. 

Mr. Moorr. Yes. sir. I think it is clear from what has already 
heen adduced that we have here a question initially- -we must decide 
whether there is substance to the charge made by Senator Benton 
that there was improper receipt by Senator McCarthy of $10,000 
fee from the Lustron Corp. in November 1948. 


1 


Now what we are attempting to do is to prove, to establish, the 
Senator’s motivation in entering into that transaction, and it is 
certainly not our position that the mere fact of outstanding loans 
is to be held against a man, but as I stated a moment ago, we have 
here a case of a man who, pressed very hard, entered into a contract 
at this time, and as we will show, used this money not to reduce his 
outstanding indebtedness, not to reduce it. Mr. Chairman, but used 
this money to gamble further in the market, pledging those securi 


1 
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ties as collateral, not reducing his outstanding obligations in. the 
bank which, Mr. Chairman, was drawing down upon the bank and 
upon Senator McCarthy the ire and the complaints of the banking 
authorities of the State of Wisconsin, and I assume of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, at a time when this Senator was 
member of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee and was 
communicating with the president of the bank on letterheads of that 
committee, and at the same time using, Mr. Chairman, the assets o 
one of his staff employees—and I submit that this committee will 
certainly want to weigh anc to appraise the impact upon that trans 
action of statutes which are known to you all concerning what has 
been referred to as kick bac ks. 

Now, then, I don't Want 1 th Ss offer of proof, Mr. Chairman. 
bring out at this time unfairly to Senator McCarthy all of these 
things which we will attempt to establish, but I do submit that 
cient has been established by hy remarks ana by the quest O} 
menators LHe ndrickson anc Hennings to demonstrate hi 
improprieties in this inquiry but the absolute necessity of going 


+ 
i 


it and Yong Ito it fully, beenuse ot the Variou: pol ts which ] 
outlined. 
Now, then. we have a clear case it 1s not just a case of a mal 


i 


is in debt, but a man, as IT say, who ts using his position and appar 
ently trading, Mr. Chairman, upon his friendship with the president 
of the bank, by means of which he can be kept going. 

We pointed out this morning through the testimony of Mr. Fisher 
that as a result of that friendship, there was a cooperative effort be 


tween the Senator an the bank whereby the T iXpaver, Senatol Mi 


Carthy, had the option to determine whether at the e l of the vi 


his would he Col side red, these paVinel ts would tM? CONS dered, ( 


Ol principal o avments of interest, thi os of that sort 
I think that it is quite clear from what we have seen up to now 
Ht | Say. an offer of pro tw hieh we have been asked Lo make h is cel 
tainly implicit in it if you are not going to permit this proof, an el 
ment of unfairness to the Senator, but I do submit that suflicient 


has been brought out to demonstrate the propriety of our inquiry, 1 


fairness of this thing to Senator MeCarthy and the necessity Trot 
the point of view of the committee of a thorough exploration of the 
Charges, 

Senator Giiverre. The chairman wi 
that the Senators did not intend to be « 
In preparing the presentation here, 

Senator Henprickson. Certainly not. 

Senator GILLETTE. And as all ot the members le subcomm tte 
now as well as the counsel, we are not proceeding under the ord 
nary rules of evidence here, and it is not incumbent on the chairman 
to rule on the question of admissibility of evidence and its relevancy, 
but it is certainly incumbent on the members of the subcommittee to 
determine the course of the INquIry they wish made and the course 
that they wish their staff to follow in developing that testimony. 

It would seem to me to be s iweested. in view of the fact that thre 
guestion has been raised, that it would be wise for the subcommittee 
to go into executive session with its staff and determine how far they 
vanted to make Inquiry into these various matters ind to what e1 d. 


i think it is unfair to the staff also to require the staff to lav out the 
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entire plan and policy of the presentation of evidence and its rele 
vancy as it develops. 

If there is no objection—and I would be glad to have the commen 
of the members of the subcommittee on this question—I think it eed 
be wise for the subcommittee to go into executive session and dete) 
mine with its staff how much further it wanted to go into this pai 
ticular question we are investigating and what evidence we wish t 
adduce. 

Is there objection on the part of the committee ? 

Senator Henprickson. I think that is a very wise suggestion. 

Senator Henninos. No objection. 

Senator Gitterre. All right: the subcommittee will go into exec 
tive session. We will recess then until 3:30 p.1 

(Whereupon the subcommittee went into executive session. ) 

Senator Gitterre. The subcommittee, having recessed temporarily 
for an executive session, resumes its public hearing and the taking 
of a mv on the subject matter that was being investigated. Thi 
witness, Mi. Fisher, who was on the witness stand at the time, wil! 
excuse ze temporar ilvy,and you will be recalled, Mr. Fisher, to resume 
the line of inquiry that we were undertaking at that time. 

The subcommittee have felt that it was in the interest of expedition 
as well as orderly development of the testimony. And in view of 
the fact that a question of relevancy had been raised we would pro 
ceed first with the hearing of evidence in connection with the so-called 
Lustron contract and after this evidence was elicited that we would 
then develop further the testimony of Mr. Fisher and others along 
the same line. 

Counsel, do you have someone you want to call in connection with 
he Lustron contract ? 

Mr. Moore. Yes: Mr. Carl Strandlund. 

Senator Giuverre. You may sit right there, if you wish. Will you 
he sworn, Mr. Strandluns . 

Mr. STraNDLUND. Yes, s 

Senator GitLerrr. Do ‘ea solemnly swear that the evidence yor 
will give in the matter now in hearing before this subcommittee shal! 
he the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 
God / 
sh STRANDLUND. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF CARL G. STRANDLUND, COLUMBUS, OHIO 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, will you please state your full nami 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. Car] G. Strandlund. 

Mr. Moore. Where do you reside ? 

Mr. SrrANpDiLUNbD. 3786 Westerville Road, Columbus, Ohio. 

Mr. Moorr. And what is your present position ? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. I ama farmer. 

Mr. Moore. You were president, were you not, Mr. Strandlund, of 
the Lustron ¢ orp. ! 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. In what years? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. From October 31, 1947, until foreclosure in bank 
ruptcy of the corporation. 

Senator GittettTe. A little louder, please. 











INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 107 


Mr. Stranpiunp. I say from October 31, 1947, until the foreclosure 


in bankruptcy proceedings in 1950. 


Mr. Moore. Do you have any connection in any related enterprises 


at the present time? 


Mr. StranpiLuNb. I do not believe I understand your related enter- 


prises. 


1 


Mr. Moorr. Are you an officer or director of any company at the 


present time engaged in the manufacture of prefabricated houses / 


Mr. Srranpiunp. Well, technically I imagine 1 am still president 


of the bankrupt Lustron Corp., but that isall. 


Mr. Moorr. And you were the president, also, were you not, of the 


nrecdecessor corporation of Lustron ? 


y?" 


Mr. Srranptunp. The predecessor corporat ion ? 
Mr. Moore. Was there not a corporation in existence prior to the 
ation of Lustron W hich we nueht eal] the predecessor in intere { 


of the Lustron Corp.? 


Mr. Srranpitunp. No; I think the Lustron Corp. was incorporated, 


nd its first operation and entity as a corporation was on October 31, 
1947. Prior to that, 1 was with the Chicago Vitreous Enamel Prod 
icts Co. in Chicago. 


Mr. Moore. The Chicago Vitreous ? 
Mr. Srranpitunp. Enamel Products Co., as vice president and 


s 


veneral manager. 


Mr. Moor es Now then, Mr. Strandlund, [show Vou a COpy of a book 


let bearing the title, “How To Own Your Own Home Now”: that was 
publication of the Lustron ¢ ‘Orp.: is that not so? 


Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, I offer this booklet in evidence as staiff 


exhibit No. 18. 


Senator Gitterre. If properly identified it will be received and 


ade a part of the record. 


(The document referred to was marked as “Stafl Exhibit 18” and 


will be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 


Vid 


Mr. Moore. For further identification of this volume. Mr. Chair- 
in, the statement is made on the cover of this publication that: 

This booklet is based on information gathered by United States Senator Joe 
Carthy, of Wisconsin, in the course of his research and investiy 
iirman of the Joint Committee on Housing 


(nd in the colored square on the cover of the booklet there is a 
atement: 


Step-by-step directions for buying a home with a loan backed by the FHA or 
Veterans’ Administration. How to figure what you can afford for a home. 
much you will pay each month on houses ranging all the way from $6,000 
$20,000, An explanation by United States Senator Joe MeCarthy, vice chair- 
of the Joint Congressional Committee on Housing, of what your Govern- 
is doing to help you solve your housing problem. How to close a deal for 


house. What to look for in the house you buy. And the neighborhood you 
ect. What makes the value of your home. How mass production can give 


1 lower-cost homes. What to do about home-hbuilding codes, and answers to 
ifiec questions that Americans are asking about houses, 


()n the inside of the booklet it bas the statement: 


Published by Lustron Corp., Columbus, Ohio, manufacturers of the Lustron 
me, Copyright 1949 by the Lustron Corp. Printed in the United States of 
erica. The Warner P. Simpson Co., Columbus, Ohio. 
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Mr. Strandlund, the essay prepared for this publication is included, 
is it not in pages 27 to 64, and bears the signature, “Joe McCarthy, 
United States Senator” ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And the title of that essay is: “Wanted: A Dollar’ 
Worth of Housing for Every Dollar Spent.” 

Do you recall that ? 

Mr. SrraNDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. Now then, Mr. Strandlund, can you please tell the sub 
committee what Lustron official, if any, Senator Mc Carthy first ap 
proached in connection with the publication of this booklet ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Well, I tried to review that with my colleagues 
as of today and I just—we just do ngt remember just the first con 
tact—just how that came about. 

Mr. Moorr. Was it Mr. Semple or yourself, or do you recall ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I do not recall. We recall at a time when Mr 
Semp le reminded me, I mean, a lot of my associates handled th 
publication and this piece of literature and he reminded me, well, how 
we got the script originally as a proposal of a mailing piece, and it 
was passed around among several of our executives, and it was thi 
conclusion in a report to me that it was just something that we wer 
looking very much to, that so much new legislation, so many oppor 
tunities that Congress had provided for people to acquire homes that 
they were unfamiliar with that‘ we thought a piece e of literature of 
this kind would be a very fine piece in our advertising program which 
was quite large in introducing a new product. 

Mr. araorgee We will want to develop that aspect of this case very 
shortly, but the question I would like you to focus on immediately is 
whether or not it was you w ho ente ‘red. into negotiations with Senator 

Me( athe, 01 some other member ot your organization. 

In that connection I would like to ask you this: You knew Senator 
McCarthy rather well at this time in November of 1948? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Not so very well. I did know him, had beer 
introduced to him, but our relations were not in any way very close. 

Mr. Moorr. You had been introduced to him, you say ¢ 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. On more than one occasion had you met him ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. I was introduced to him on one occasion and | 

had seen him on one other occasion, but | had never been i 

I had never had any association with him, It was just a 

ing. I was with some other Members of Congress on a! 

occasion when > came up to spei ak to them and I was introduced to 
him. I think that was our first meeting. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, was it before or after this time—ther: 
is testimony in other hearings that you and Senator McCarthy wer 
Lovet herat arace track / 

Mr. SvranpiunpD. That is the occasion I am trying to explain. TH 
never went to the race track with us. We were at another party, but 
the members of this party knew the Senator and the Senator can 
over tooul box. 

Mr. Moorr. Excuse me for interrupting, but it is your testimony 
that that was the first occasion that you met him; is that so? 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Yes: I believe that is. 
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Mr. Moorr. That is your best recollection. 
" Mr. SrraANDLUND. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Moore. And can you fix that in point of time ? 

Mr. STRANDLUNb. No: not exactly. It was in 1948, and I just eannot 
fix the exact time. 

Mr. Moore. Well how 

Mr. StraANpLUNb. There were people present. 

Mr. Moore, So that the committee can understand the « 





reumstances 
| of the negotiation of the contract—and that is what we are trying to 
vet at here—is it your statement that Senator MeCarthy came up to you 
with a manuscript and said, “Here is something I wani vou to considet 
for publication ¢” 
Mr. STRANDLUND, Not at that OCCASION, 
Mr. Moore, It did not evolve that way, 
Mr. SrranpLunp. No. 
Mr. Moore. How did it ? 
Mr. SrraNpDLUND. My recollection is just a little hazy on the deta 
. of just how that actually—I mean, you know, with so much time pa 
I ne,so many things that have happened to me—— 
Mr. Moorr. That is true. 
Mr. Stranpiunp. And all—— 
Mr. Moorr. This is—— 
Mr. StraNDLUND. I cannot definitely give you exact testimony which 
probably would not be fair unless I was able to exactly place the o 
casion and the time, but if | had to auess on the contract, because | 
can remember some of the conversatlon—— 


Mr. Moorr. Just a moment, sir, we do not want you to guess. Wi 
do not want “guesstimony.” 

Mr. Stranpitunp. I will have to say that I just cannot remember 
ie exact detail of that first contact or the approach on the thing. 

Senator HENNinGs. Mr. Chairman. Mr. Witness, do you remember, 
Mr. Strandlund, who first initiated any discussion or considerat 


t 


ot the preparation ol this booklet ¢ 
Mr. StRANDLUND. I think Senator Me( ‘arthy must have done it. 
senator HENNINGsS. You Say he must have done It or are vou sure 


it he did ¢ 
Mir. SrraANpLUND. I think he did. ves; but the time and the exact 
ethod and just how it took place I am trying to refresh my memory 

th my associates, who are present, to try to fix that particular thing, 
nd [am just unable to state the exact things. And vaguely | believs 

wasa telephone conversation that apprised me and into med me that 

article he had in his possession on housing, that he was trying to 
Iland I think he had tried several sources. as he spoke, and when that 
took place and all J just do not remember, That was the Initial initia 
LIO} of our contact on the thing. 

Senator Hennings. Excuse me, Mr. Moore. ] wanted to get that 
ne point. 

Mr. Moorr. Are you in a position to say whether it was a month o1 

months, or was it weeks before the Novembe lY date when t] 

tract was entered into / 

Mr. Srranptunp. November 12. 1948? Well, I would sav it 


pproximately a few weeks before the contract was entered 


atter of weeks, I would say. 


Was 


into 


\ 
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Mr. Moore. Is it your recollection that this document was repr 
sented to you as having been written by Senator McCarthy himsel| 

Mr. Srranptunp. Not only represented, but he sent a script dow 
which I passed among my whole organization for its appraisal of 
value to us, so that I am sure of. 

Mr. Moore. Did Senator McCarthy ever tell you about any collab 
rators who may have assisted him in the preparation of it ¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. He did not; no. 

Mr. Moorr. Did he ever say anything to you or to your associat 
that you know of that he would have to split the fee which 
received with other people ¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. No; he did not. And if he had we would 
hnecessal ily never have entered into the business deal. 

Mr. Moore. Did Senator McCarthy ever discuss this financial cond 
tion with you? 

Mr. SrranpDLUND. No: he never did. 

Mr. Moore. You have stated earlier that you considered this a wi 
prepared document ¢ 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. Yes, sit 

Mr. Moore. Is that correct ? 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. And of intrinsic value to people interested in the fie] 
of home financing; is that your testimony / 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Did you personally read over this document in maki 
the determination as to whether or not it would be published 
Lustron / 

Mr. Stranpiunp. I read the original scrip, but I would not depend 
on my judgment of its value unless gone over by our sales and sales 
promotion and various of my executives. And they all read t! 
original script and reported that they thought it was a valuable pi: 
of literature for us. 

Senator GitterTe. Let me interrupt, if I may. I understood you 
say, Mr. Strandlund, that if you, in response to counsel's question, had 
known that Senator MeCarthy was going to split his fees, his compe 
tion, with anybody you woul 1 not have entered into a contract w 
him. Will you explain why you would not ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Well, I mean the inference was that it was not 
his original piece. And it had great value with him being the aut 
and vice chairman of the combined Senate and House Housing Co 
mittee and he had had a lot of publicity in the papers, Mr. Chairma 
in regard to traveling all over the country and seeing the needs 
people for housing. And it tied right in at a time when we were | 
troducing a new project to meet that need and it had great value w 
his name on it. 

Senator Giuterre. If I understand you, then, your thought is th 
the fact that it was Senator Mc¢ ‘arthy whose name was on this, w! 
had presented the material, is what gave it its particular value to y 
people / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Well, in addition to that—that is the plus, 
mean, but in addition to that all of our people, in its analysis, p! 
later deve ‘lopments, such as the Architectural Forum who devoted 
editorial—praised the article very highly. It was used very m 
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n the training of our dealers, the training of our salesmen. It hada 
simple explanation of some very new and rather complic: ated legisla- 
tion that people were not familiar with. 

Senator Gitterre. The particular thing you were buying then, as 
vou understood it—the particular thing that you were buying was 
this information under the signature or under the authorship of 
Senator McCarthy ¢ 

Mr. Srranpuunp. That is correct. 

Senator Giuterre. Then was it more the material itself and the 
nformation it contained or was it the name, the authentication of 
Senator McCarthy that you considered the Lustron Corp. was pu 

hasing ¢ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. That would be about a 50-50 importance. It 
erved that particular phase on which we had no material, as well as 
from a business standpoint at that time with the publicity it had. You 

iust go back to that day. He was very active in housing then. And 
t did have sore of a very valuable endorsement, you might say, because 
f the fact he was so active in housing. So ] would ¢ ay from a selfish 
jusiness standpoint analysis on that, it was about a 50-50 basis of 
mportance. : 

Senator Giuttetre. Fifty percent of the value was the information 

contained and 50 percent of the value to you was the name of Sena- 
tor McCarthy attached to it? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is my honest opimion. 

Senator Gittetre, That is all, Mr. Counsel. You may proceed. 

Mr. Moore. I would just like to concentrate on what vou had at 
the time you entered into this contract. You have identified this 
document, exhibit No. 17, but it 1s a fact, is it not, ae Strandlund, 
that on November 12, 1948, you did not have anything anywhere near 
resembling that booklet. is that not so? 

Mr. StRANDLUND. We did not have anything resembling the book- 
et. We had the book. 

Mr. Moore. You did not have the book on November 12, 1948, 
the time you signed this contract with Senator McCarthy, did you? 

Mr. Srranpuunp. But we signed it to get the book. 

Mr. Moors. You signed it to get the book, but you were acting, were 

not, ona manuscript that he had presented to you / 

Mr. Stranpuounp. That is rioht, and made the contract on the basis 
of the manuscript. 

Mr. Moore. It is a fact, is it not, that the manuscript now as the 
hooklet later deve ‘lope d consisted only of one ch: apter of that entire 
book and ap proximate ‘ly 50 percent of the book? 

Mr. SrranpLUNbD. Those det: ails—you would have to get some of my 
issociates to testify to that. I never carried it out. 

Mr. Moore. I am asking you. 

Mr. Stranptunp. I do not—— 

Mr. Moore. We have the booklet right here and I ask you to look 
it it. 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Yes: right. 

Mr. Moore. I ask vou if it is not a fact that you have here chapte 
.2, and 3, and in between is the special artic le about which you ss ive 
heen testifving / 

Mr. Srranptunp. According to the index, Senator MeCarthy’s 
irticle, evidently, covers the first three chapters ; is that right ¢ 
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Mr. Moorr. Senator McCarthy’s article? 

Mr. SrraNDLUND. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. Covers not the first three chapters, according to th 
table of contents. Chapter 1 is entitled, “Financing Your Home,” 
it not, and it consists of pages 5 to 

Mr. STRANDLUND. His article is set out and signed by him in her 
We have added the things that we thought necessary. I am not reall) 
familiar—I guess it starts here on page 27 and 

Senator Monroney. Up to 64. 

Mr. StrRaNDLUND. And on page 64, from pages 27 to 64. Senat 
McCarthy, that is his article. 

Mr. Moore. It is a fact. 1s it not, that those are the pages of th 
booklet which were in being in some kind of form at the time y 
entered into this contract on November 12, 1948, and put out 
advance on a guaranteed basis $10,000 of Lustron Corp. money ¢ 

Mr. SrranpiLunD. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. Well now, is it not a fact, Mr. Strandlund, that what 
you were really doing here is purchasing Senator McCarthy's nani 

Mr. StRANDLUND. I just explained to the Senator. 

Mr. Moore. I know you just explained that, but-in the light of you 
responses 

Mr. Srranpiunpb. It hada dual purpose. It covered what we want 
it to cover as the subject matter states in there, plus it had son 
weight with the public as it were, SO that it gave us more than Jo 
Blow writing the article. Here was the vice chairman of this joint 
committee. So with that. it gave more force to the article as a1 
advertising piece. And that is about the analysis of it. 

Mr. Moore. Well now, Mr. Strandlund, would you not really. being 
frank with this subcommittee, admit that the article itself, thes 
twenty-some-odd pages, the substance of that article was really of 
secondary Importance to you and that the primary thing Was to get 
the use of the name / 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Now that would not be correct. We lacked very 

much knowledge in our dealer organization, in our salesmen, of a 
of these things that were new tothem. ‘The legislation was new. A 
they ao not keep up W ith that. 

Mi. Moore. Now just a moment. You have just told us, have vo 
hot. that at the time this contract was entered into these other cha 
ters were not mM being atall. So do not talk to the comnniittee abo 
the salesmen and the oreat ser ice that it was You’ to he to them. 

Mr. SrranpLuND. I misunderstand. The piece of literature 

serve a purpose Ww ith Lustron It had that part, phase of it. Signe 
by the Senator, made it an interesting piece of advertising. 

Now, in there we had the other thing that we thought Was hecessil 
to enlighten the people we had to enlighten. So which value was o1 
the greatest, I cannot deny it had more value with Senator McCarthy 
name on it. but nevertheless that was not the obvious thing, to get Sel 
ator MeCarthy’s name and put it on the thing. It had a purpose, an 


1 1 


}) 
the purpose, as the book woes and if vou read the book —IS 2 Vel 


simple explanation of the housing legislation then in effect that peo} 


could take advantage of. 

Mr. Moore. I think we ought to focus on what we are driving at 
here, that the document that we had in being at the time the contra 
was entered into—I do not want you to be shut off from these othe) 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 113 


things, but I think we ought to make a record, and to make it abun- 
lantly clear, that at the time that you entered into this contract you 
did not have chapters 1, 2, and 3, and you had to fill that in; is that 
not so? 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Yes. So that you did not at that time have a docu- 

ent with all of the questions and answers, and a document with all 
if the tables which were later added, which would be of service to your 
salespeople; is that not the fact? 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Well, we added it to that to make it a more com- 
nlete book, which is What the book is. 
~ Mr. Moore. But it is clear, is it not, that you paid $10,000 just for 
the article included here at pages 25 to 63 ¢ 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. [For the article, according to the contract we made 

th the Senator, from 27 to 64. 

Senator HeENNiNGS. May I ask Mr. Strandlund a question ? 

Senator GILLETTE. Proceed. 

Senator Henninas. I do not want to disturb counsel's order of ques- 
tioning, but at this time I wonder how you arrived, Mr. Strandlund, 
it the figure of $10,000 as compensation to Senator McCarthy for this 
work. 

Mr. Srranpi_unp. I would take a report from my executives, and 
we arrived on some experiences with other mailing pieces that we had 
that we charged our dealers for, you see. This was the only article, 
this one was probably in an advertising field one of our more successful 
ones. There were others that cost more, and we based the number of 
copies that normally a program like that took, and I believe it was an 
estimate of some 400,000 copies that we would probably be able to 


dispose of. We advertised it in Life magazine and in the corner of our 
regular ad, and we made it available to dealers, and so forth. 

So, on that basis we guaranteed him a minimum of 100,000 copies at 
lO cents a COPY, which made the sum of $10,000, 

Senator Hennines. At whose suggestion was that guarantee ar- 


ived upon ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunpb. Well, that was in negotiation with one of my vice 
presidents, and he, in consultation with some of ow other executives. 
I did not — 

senator HreENNINGS You Sa \ in the negotiation. Who negotiated 
ith whom 7 

Mr. StRANDLUND. Well, Senator MeCarthy came down and negoti 
ited with Mr. Semple. 

Senator Monroney. With Mr. who? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Mr. Semple. 

senator Hk NNINGS. Mr. Semple. 

\saresult of this negotiation, the terms of the contract were arrived 
pon ¢ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Yes, sir. 
Senator Henninas. Is that correct, sir? 
Mir. SrRANDLUND. Yes. 

Senator Henninos. Thank you. 

Mr. Moorr. You said, Mr. Strandlund, in your colloquy with Sena 

Hennings that you advertised this booklet in Life magazine ?/ 
Mr. SrranpLunpb. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Moore. That was after the publication of the booklet : is that 
not so? 

Mr. STrANDLUND. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. How much did it cost to advertise the booklet in Life 

Mr. Srranptunp. Well, we just used the corner of our regular ad 
a coupon to cut out and send in to get the booklet. The full page a 
cost $24,000 with Life magazine. 

Mr. Moore. I show you a page from Life magazine of June 13, 1949 
with the caption, “Lustron advertisement advertising the Lustro: 
home aks and a new 96-page book, How ‘To Own Your Own Hom: 
Now. * bearn oe in the fine print in the mide lle colu mn, th bottom of thi 
page, “Beautiful pictures and ideas for furnishing the Lustron hom: 
in a 16-page booklet with complete Lustron story. Send 25 cents 
COln. 

Mr. Srranp_unp, That is another piece. 

Mr. Moorr. Also, new 96 page book, “How To Own Your 
Ilome Now. Send 35 cents in coin. 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Yes: that is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Is that it ? 

Mr. SrraNpdiLUND. Yes, sir 

Mr. Moore. That isa COpy ot the advertisement LO which you re 
ferred ¢ 

Mr. StraANDLUND. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. I offer that in evidence as staff exhibit No. 19. 

Senator Gitterre. If properly identified it will be received a 
made part of the record. 

(Staff exhibit No. 19 will be found in the files of the subcommittee. 

Senator Gitterre. May I interrupt you again, Mr. Strandlund+/ 


I was just looking at the contract that your firm entered into on thi 
12th of November 1948 with Senator Joseph McCarthy, and the firs 
paragraph provides that: 


McCarthy does hereby sell, assign, transfer, and set over unto Lustron, 
successors and assigns, to its and their own proper use and benefit the mam 
script of a certain book of which McCarthy is the author and proprietor, entitle: 
“Wanted: A Dollar's Worth of Housing for Every Dollar Spent” 
and so forth. 

In this book, concerning which counsel has interrogated you upor 
How To Own Your Own Home Now, the only thing that you pu 
chased from Senator McCarthy was this material contained in thes 
few pages here—I think it is from pages 27 to 63, inclusive, — 
‘A Dollar’s Worth of Housing for Every Dollar Spent.” Tha 

at you bought of McCarthy for the $10,000, is it not / 

Mr. Stranpbtunp. That is correct. 

Senator Gituerre. All of the other material that is in this book, 
a comp yilation from other sources, Vou sec ‘ured { from some other SOUTrCt 

Mr. Srra LNDI ND. Tha Wis developed by our sales promotion «i 
partmen 

Senator GILLETTE. But the point is—I want the record to show 
that you purchased of Senator McCarthy—your company purchase 
from Senator McCarthy for the $10,000, which was 10 cents a cops 
royalty on a certain number of anticipated sales—what you pul 
chased from him was just that limited manuscript / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. It is identified there, Senator, and has his sig 
ture on it. That is identically eorrect,. 
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Senator GILLETTE. And the pamph let. the booklet here, How To 
Qwn Your Own Home Now, is your own pub lication and not what 
you bought from Senator Me : ‘arthy ( 

" Mr. Srranptunp. Well, it includes both, Senator. I mean, it is 
evident there. It shows his article with his signature on it, and the 
book is self explanatory. 

Senator GinLterrr. I want to have the record clear if at is a fact 
that your pure hase under this contract was not of the material in th 
book, but of t he limited section entitled, “Wanted: A Dollar's Worth 

f Housing for Every Dollar Spent”—that is what vou spent $10,000 


f / 
ror: 


Mr. Srranpiunp. That is correct. 

senator Monron! : Th: itis 37 pages, as l deduce It. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes, sit 

Senator Monroney. Thirty-seven pages, and, roughly, about, | 
nk. with 10 words to a line, and 36 lines to the page, amounts 


roughly to 13.320 words, which would be roughly a little better thar 


Wcentsa word, counting the “a's” and the “the’s” and the “and’s.”’ 

[ wonder if comparable payment was made to others who prepared 
the more difficult compilations of interest rates and amortization of 

mises and things of that kind. 

Mr. Srranptunp. Well, I think at the time, Senator, vou would not 
find any periodicals on that subject, but nevertheless, as far as mailing 
pieces of that kind, where we inte recover some of the cost. the 
experise in that particular thing, it looked as though if it continued, 
and you know Lustron was stop onl before it could continue 
vay out, probably would have paid us a profit. 

Senator Monroney. Are you familiar with the going word rate 
space rate paid by the Saturd: \V Ive ning Post or Collier 

Mr. StrANDLUND. No: | am not, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. I am informed, rather roughly, that $1,000 for 

length of article for those publications with millions of circulation 

considered to be about the going rate. and I wondered just what 
the booklet, in these 27 pages or 57 pages that we are talking about, 
were of such tremendous and startling revelation to justify the 70 
ents-a-word figure. I would like to give you the book. I would like 
have you read from the book anything tl at you would care to tell 

. | mean, as to why this was such a valuable manuscript to be worth 

SLO AMOU, 
Mr. SrranptuNnp. Well, I think you would have to judge it more on 
e results and the accomplishments and its value to us than my 
appraisal of its literary and composition merits, because that really 
snot my line, Senator. 

Senator Monronery. But you were the president of the corpora 


‘ 


Mr. SrRANDLUND. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney (continuing). That paid $10,000 for a manu 

ript. And going roughly over the manuscript I cannot find much 
that your advertising agency, with the help of an information officer 
from the Federal Housing or from the Housing and Home Finance 
Loe ney could not have procur <d for free on that same basis 

Mr. SrrRANDLUND. Well, so far as that is concerned, Senator, I would 

€ tO Say that I would not be a very good judge ol appraisal of 


it 
| 
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Senator Monroney. You knew, did you not, that every bit of i 
formation regarding the Government’s housing program, the laws anc 
the terms of purchase, and everything, are thoroughly publicized by 
a staff in the FHA, in the VA, and in the Housing and Home Financ 
Agency—you knew that, did you not? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. This might startle you, but FHA bought some 
copies of this. 

Senator Monroney. They might have wanted to compare it wit! 
some of the data that was or iginally furnished. But I just wish you 
would tell us what in the article was of unusual interest that merited 
this 70-cent-a-word rate. 

Mr. Srranptunp. My judgment, my thinking on an article like that 
would be of its result value to the corporation and not—— 

Senator Monroney. What kind of results were you looking for, 
Mr. Strandlund¢ What results were you looking for in the purchase 
of this $10,000 manuscript ? 

Mr. SrranDLunp. You see, 1948, in the trials and tribulations of 
starting a large corporation of this kind, introducing a product, 
your material has to have some pretty strong impact and notify the 
public in order to hasten arrival and a certain demand for your prod- 
uct ina hurry, and judging it on that basis and judging it from what 
notice we could get to the public, plus its value, and so forth, we would 
consider it of the value that we paid for it. If it is an error in judg- 
ment in that respect, that is 

Senator Henninos. If Leo Durocher says, “I smoke Camels,” you 
do not figure that on the basis—you do not assume that they figure 
that on the basis of the number of words? 

Mr..SrraNpLuND. That is right. 

Senator Henntnes. It is just to described the particular virtues and 
the delights of Camel cigarettes. 

Mr. StRanptunp. That is right. 

Senator Henninos. That is somewhat parallel to this situation, is 
it? 

Mr. Srranptunp. [think so. You take 10 words, and Leo Durocher, 
and I do not think that would be too low—— 

Senator Monroney. Out of all the money that you spent—and | 
have forgotten the figure—it was several thousand dollars for the 
advertisement in Life magazine—why was it then that you omitted 
Senator MeCarthy’s name as the author or coauthor of this booklet, 
if that is what you were seeking? 

Mr. Srranp_tunp. We put his name on some other ads. 

Senator Monronry. This was the big colored ad. and I do not be- 
lieve it showed up. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I think that ad mentions “by Senator McCarthy,” 
if you will look at it. 

Senator Henprickson. Did you, through the time you were presi- 
dent of the corporation, buy any similar material from any other 
person or any other source ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Yes. We had other compilations of mailing pieces 
that went in another direction, like that colored picture of details of 
the home and—— 

Senator Henprickson. But did you buy any articles from any 
individuals ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No; no, we did not. 








———— 
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Senator Henprickson. Then the only article that you bought dur- 
ing that time was from Senator McCarthy ¢ 

Mr. Srranpuunp. That is all I recall. We did not—we could not 
use too many pieces of this nature, Senator. 

Mr. Moore. I expected you were going to make an announcement. 

Senator Gitierrr. I want to ask one question. I just want to ask 
you this: You referred in your colloquy with the Senators to the fact 
that yours was a company introducing a new product. 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Correct. 

Senator Gituterre. It was having somewhat hard sledding? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No: I think I heard testimony in regard to that 
and I think in fairness to me, I think I ought to be allowed to explain 
a little bit along that line. 

Senator Ginterre. Of course. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. You see, we never got started putting a plant to 
gether of a million and a qui arter square feet until first around Jan- 
uary in 1948. And this was an immense plant with $1514 million 
worth of equipment in it, which generally takes 2 years just to install. 
So all of these losses and all of this precarious situation about Lustron 
is prevalent today in every defense plant in the country that is tooling 
up and starting something without any production. So you naturally 
have nothing but starting expenses. 

Sen: itor GIL LETTE. Y ou fe lt it was necessary to do advertising along 
this line to help build your market ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. You see, we had a capacity of about 120 houses 
a day that the plant would be ready sometime in 1949 to produce, and 
we had to go to an extreme to try to familiarize the country with this 
product so that it would, we hoped, meet a demand in sales to the point 
that it takes a good pe at ige of our capacity. So we had to go to 
pretty strong methods in advertising, I mean like, for instance, in Life 
magazine, with a $24,000 expenditure for an advertisement. Well, 
based on the reports you heard in a monetary way, vein, about a com- 
pany that was not prospering very much or flourishing. and vou did 
not advertise and you did not introduce and make preparations for 
your product, vou would wind up with a big plant ready to go, and 
no business. You see, that was part of the necessary expense. 

Senator Gitterre. You emphasized these facts and these difficulties 
to the RFC when you were negotiating a loan to carry on the business ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. From time to time, and at all times the RFC had 
present their representatives, two of them, and another from the 
Cleveland office, that spent 80 percent of his time—all loans were dis- 
bursed on the basis of no adverse condition of the company. That was 
the condition of the loans. So they naturally extended loans up to 
that point. 

Now, from that point on—— 

Senator Gitterre. Up to that point ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. Of giving us loans. I mean, the condition of each 
loan was an analysis by outside companies like Stone & Webster, by 
their own auditors, by their own people, and it included all of this 
time in a million-dollar advertising program this piece by MeCarthy, 
and it was part of that program. 

Senator Gitterre. Did you want to present something before we 


recess / 
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Senator Monroney. While he is right on that subject, was th 
$10,000 manuscript discussed with the “RFC before you accepted it 

Mr. Srranptunp. They were aware at all times of that, Senator. 

Senator Monronry. Before the purchase, were they aware of it. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Now, I am not sure of what they were aware of, 
You probably will have Mr. Boardman or somebody like that for a 
witness. 

Senator Monronry. He would have been the one that would have 
been aware of it / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is right. It was right out in the open and 
part of eur company business. So it was available to them at all 
times. And it was naturally in existence with identification on it, 
plus our report every week to the RFC and every month, and all of the 
analysis, and never until the foreclosure on Lustron was that matter 
ever talked about. And then, of course, it became one of the things 
that we had made a mistake on, which I do not defend one way or the 
other, but it was an important one in our aspect to get home to the 
country as hard as we could the merits and the name of our product 
and so forth. That was a necessity, to lay that groundwork. 

Senator Monroney. But I believe you testified this was the only 
manuscript that was bought from anyone outside of your regular a. 
vertising staff. 

Mr. Srranptunp. That was the only one, Senator, that we needed 
in that same subject, you see. We had other articles or other material 
on other subjects and phases of the venture. 

Senator Monroney. But you bought no other outside manuscript. 

Mr. Srranptunp. We had people working, you know. 

Senator Monronry. On the regular staff? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. On the routine staff. And our advertising 
agency, and sometimes spec ial people in to develop a piece, because you 
re ally had to do it good, if you are going todo itatall. So the cost of 
other pieces were probably as great as this partic ‘ular one which was 
mostly reading. Others had photographic work. 

Senator Monronny. You spent $10,000 for a 13,000-word article 
Did other articles cost you that much to produce on your regular 
staff? 

Mr. Srranptunpb. Cost more. You see, where you had photographs 
and color pictures and had all of that sort of work, which costs more 
money. This is straight reading, you know, you see. 

Senator Monroney. What was the circulation of this booklet ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Of course, Lustron Corp. was stopped before th 
thing was still—you know, being sent out. 

Senator Monroney. What was the circulation at the time you were 
stopped ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunp. It was short of 100,000 minimum. 

Senator Monroney. All paid? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I say it was short of that amount. 

Senator Monroney. But how much was it short? We are trying to 
arrive at that. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I think you can—— 

Senator Monronry. The statement I was examining was whether, 
as vou said, that you spent just as much on other publications and other 
information that went out as you did on this, and I was trying to arrive 
at a relative circulation figure. 
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Obviously, you would pay a good deal for this four-colored page 

b in Life, but that—— 

Mr. Srranpitunp. That is right. 

Senator Monronry (continuing). Goes to maybe 2,000,000 people. 
But I was wondering how many people you reached with this publi- 

ition. What was the circulation of it? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. One of your witnesses that is going to follow has 
cot records and the material, and there is a color brochure that was 
mentioned in the same ad, and I think he has some definite figures, 
ind it would be far better for him to testify on that than it would for 
me, because I do not have any record and I am just talking from 
memory. 

Senator Monroney. Could you tell the committee, then, what was 
so valuable in this publication with the Senator’s name on it to make 
a GI go out and want to buy a house or understand how he could have 

Mr. Srranpuunp. | tried to explain that, Senator, that with the 
Senator who was an authority then on housing and well-known in all 
of the newspapers and probably read by millions of people at that 

me, probably more than Life, on his travels around the country and 
discussing housing needs and so forth, the publicity was quite great, 
ind he seemed to have that. 

Now, you tie up a piece like this with that, that is more value to us 
than just writing another piece of literature. 

Senator Monroney. Like putting the word “sterling” on your silver, 
t was 

Mr. Stranpiunp. Not necessarily that, but it had public interest, 
Senator, you know. 

Senator Monroney. We understand that it had public interest. 

We are just trving to understand why just one man could be re- 
sponsible for putting overa manuscript over all of the other w riters 
ind architecture or interior decoration or city planning, or things of 
that kind, to make these 37 pages in the middle of the book worth 70 
ents a word. 

Mr. StranpLtunpd. Can I go 


go get an editorial from the Ari hitectural 
Forum th if list usses this book / I think one of Thi colleag 1e@S has it 
back there. 

Senator Monroney. We would be delighted to have it put into the 
cord. 

Mr. StrRANDLUND. I would like to read that and put it in the record. 
| eV may be w rong evel, I do not know who can appraise this thing, 
nd I know Iam not competent to, but at least in their opinion it was a 
good article. Mav I do that / 

Senator GILLETTE. Yes. lt is coing to be hecessary for the COM - 

tee to rise. 

Does counsel want something to be presented ¢ 

Mr.“Moorr. Apropos of the statements made by the witness during 

interrogation by Senator Monroney, I do want to quote for the sub- 
ommittee the witness’ testimony on June 28, 1950, before the Ful- 
cht committee, just four lines, which I think are quite relevant. 
Senator GILLETTE. Yes, proceed. 
Mr. Moore (reading) : 


) 


Mr. STRANDLUND rhe value of the piece to our advertising department was 
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Referring to this booklet. [Reading:] 
Senator FuLsricHt. The value was that it carried his name? 
Mr. STRANDLUND. It had a value at that time. 
Senator FuLBRIGHT. It was his name that you purchased? 
Mr. SrraANDLuND. That is right. 
Mr. STRANDLUND. Well, I think my testimony he re is also in kee 

ing with that. I made that pretty clear. Iam not trying to evade, 
Senator Gitterre. It is necessary for the committee to rise, and w 

will want you back on the stand when we reassemble tomorrow mot 

ing. 


The subcommittee will rise and reassemble at 10 o'clock tomor 


morning. 
Thank you, Mr. Strandlund. 
Mr. Stranptunp. Thank you. 
(Whereupon, at 4:15 p. m., the subcommittee recessed to reconve 
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, May 13, 1952.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 13, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITYIEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS OF THI 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION, 
Washinaton. D. ¢ 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, al 10:10 a. m., in the 
us room, Senate Office Building, Senator Guy M. Gillette (cha 
an of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Gillette (presiding), Moi roney, Hennn 
\\ elker, and Hendrickson. 

\lso present: Senator William Benton: Grace E. Johnson, chief 
erk: John . Moore. counsel : Philip R. Monahan and Israel] \i ] 
olis, assistant counsel. 

Senator GILLETTE. The subeommittee will come to order. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman, so as not to interrupt the pro 
eecdaings after we have started, I would like to ask leave of the com 

ttee to go to another meeting, which is an important one, at 

o'clock, and I will return to this meeting as soon as I can get ba 

Senator GILLETTE. Iam sure there will be no objection. 

Senator Ilennincs. So when I leave there will not bea 

at that time. Thank you. 

Senator Gitterre. The committee meets pursuant to our recess 


ul 


iKeN vesterday, At that time when we recessed Mr. Strar dl d \ 


Hv interrup 


the stand. Hle is here and ready to resume his testimony. 
Phere are present at this meeting Senator He hings, Senator 
Velker. senator Hench CKSOT, and the chairman. \ QUOrun De] 


resent, we will proceed. 


TESTIMONY OF CARL G. STRANDLUND, COLUMBUS, OHIO—Resumed 


Mir. MOORE. \Ir. Strandlund. directing your attention to the con 
between Lustron and Senator MeCarthy which has previously 
en identified and otfered in evidence here, I want to ask you this 
estion: Will vou explain to the subcommittee how the royalty figure 
(heents per copy lip to LOU0,000 copies and 5 cents per copy therea ft: r 
irrived at?’ Was that something negotiated by vou and the 
Senator / _ 
Mr. Srranp_unp. That was negotiated by one of my associates, Mr. 
“ mple, and the Senator. 
Mr. Moore. Was that done after you had submitted this manuscript 
Mr. Semple or before 2 
Mr. Srranpitunp. That was after I submitted the manuscript to Mr. 
Semple and Mr. Denton and others. 
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Mr. Moore. Before you made the commitment with Senator McC 
thy. had you consulted with Mr. Semple ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunp. I beg your pardon? I didn’t hear that. 

Mr. Moore. Before you made this commitment to purchase the do 
ument from Senator McCarthy had you conferred with Mr. Sempl 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes, I had. 

Mr. Moore. Had vou conferred with someone else mn Your orga 
ization ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I think I left it.in Mr. Semple’s hands. 
have conferred with others, but I do not recall. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, is it your testimony that the commitment to Se1 
ator MeCarthy was not made by you on behalf of Lustron until aft 
you had consulted your associates. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I had no commitment with Senator MeCart!) 
whatsoever until the contract with Lustron was drawn and accepte 

Mr. Moorr. Now, was the contract drawn in Columbus, Ohio, tli 
home of the corporation ? 

Mr. SrranpLUND. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. And was it drawn on November 12. the date of thi 
agreement / 

Mr. Srranptunp. That I do not know. I didn’t participate 
draw ng it up. As I said, Mr. Semple negotiated and formulated t! 
contract. 

Mr. Moorr. Who drew up the contract, Mr. Strandlund? 

Mr. Stranpitunp. I think Mr. Semple and our legal counsel. 

Mr. Moorr. And you cannot testify as to whether that was done o1 
the 12th or not ? 

Mr. SrranpLunpb. No, sir 

Mr. Moore. Did you approve the contract ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Did you approve it in written form ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No. 

Mr. Moore. I take it from your answer that you approved it in sub 
stance: 1s that correct / 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mi ORE. Can Vol tell the subeommittee when you ipproved if 
substance, how much prior to November 12? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. It must have been right prior to the consun 
mation. 

Mr. Moore. By the consummat ion vou mean the consummation dat 
November 12: is that right é 

Mr. SrranpLunpb. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. You think it was just immediately prior to that tim 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I do. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, will you please explain to the subeommitt: 
why It was you acreed to pava flat sum of 810.000, and this agre 
ment took the form of a guaranty in the contract, a guaranty for t 
sale of 100,000 / , 

Mr. SrranpDLUNbD. Why? 

Mr. Moore. Yes. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I think, as I explained vesterday, because we 
thought the piece of literature was of value to the corporation Ali 
the Senator named the price of $10,000. We conferred and talk 
it over and thought the piece was worth that to us. 
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Mr. Moorr. What I wish you to focus on particularly and spe- 

‘ifically is the method of payment. In connection with others, other 
manuscripts that may be purchased for publication, you will pay 
so much down as an advance to the writer and an additional sum upon 
completion of the manuscript and so on; isn’t that so ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I am not familiar with that practice, if that is 
the practice. 

Mr. Moore. You made this commitment with Senator McCarthy. 

Mr. Srranpitunp. All the work we did was outright contracts and 

itright projects that we paid for as we contracted for them. I don’t 

elieve there was a particular down payment. There might have 
been. That is just a matter of conditions and a matter of purchase. 
On this one we had a minimum agreement to pay $10,000. 

Mr. Moore. You knew, Mr. Strandlund, at the time that you made 
the commitment and paid the $10,000, that additional work had to 
be done on this document ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Naturally, I don’t think just 

Mr. Moorr. Will you please answer that question / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Additional work had to be done to put it in form. 
as we wanted it? 

Mr. Moore. Yes. 

Mr. Stranptunp. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Also it would be but a part of the complete booklet 
which was to be published under the name of the Lustrom Corp. ? 

Mr. Srranpuunp. That is rieht. The booklet with the Senator’s 

ame on it at the time would have had some authenticity and would 
lend itself to attract people’s desire to have it and read it 

Mr. Moore. Did you consult with anyone as to whether you should 
pay the full $10,000 fee in advance or not / 

Mr. Stranptunp. No, I was the chief executive officer of the com 
pany and naturally my decision would be the one that would be guided, 
ind it was also subject to RFC se rutiny. I think every transaction 
we had was out quite wide in the open and quite aboveboard. 

Mr. Moorr. There is no question about that. Are you stating and 
do you want the committee to understand that this particular trans 

tion also received the scrutiny of the RFC? 

Mr. SrranpiunD. Well, scrutiny. It was there for them to serut- 

ze and I know they were familiar with the piece of lite ‘rature that 
vas around Chater place and it surely would come to their attention. 
It wasn’t such a large item. I think they looked at our advertising 

idget from a tomonth. As I recall. our Rae for that month. 
st for that month, in advertising was some $70,000. 

Mr. Moorr. For this particular month of November 1948 ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. That is right. 

In setting up such a budget, Counsel, you decide what is the best 

ne to do for that particular month in the process of introducing 

r product, and I think it was one of the things in our budget 
t month that we thought this enlightening book, whether McCarthy 
le it enlightening, but the book as a whole. as I said vesterday. 
| some good value for us in our thinking, and that was that part 
the budget which we spent. So, we were well in order. This 
is no sum that someone would have stopped or said that we couldn’ 
d, or anything else. It was just a small part of the budget fae 
month. 
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Mr. Moore. Did this budget of which you speak vary from mont 
to month ¢ ’ 
Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes; it did, with the intensity of certain programs ; 


Mr. Moore. Were there months when it was higher than $70,000 / ; 

Mr. Srranptunpb. Yes; there were. 

Mr. Moore. And there were months presumably when the figure wa | 
less ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes. There were such months. 

Senator Henprickson. Are you talking about the advertising 
budgets / 

Mr. Moore. That is right. sir. 

Did you, Mr. Strandlund, fix the budget each month for advertising 

Mr. Srranpiunpb. I wouldn't take all of that credit, but it was don , 
in meetings with our sales department, sales promotion, executiv: 
and board of directors, plus RFC counsel. F 

Mr. Moore. Plus REC counsel ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is right. They had two men permanent 
ind one there about SO percent of the time, and all those sorts 
programs were reviewed and reported weekly to RFC and reported 
monthly, and another thing that might be enlightening in the whole 
thing is this: Never at any time were there sums disbursed like $151: 
million which has been mentioned. Those sums were never disburse: 
in lump sums. ‘They were disbursed at intervals of a million at ' 
time, two million at a time. They were authorized amounts, but \ 
each time there was a disbursement an iaspection of our operatior ; 
an analysis ot our operations, and all the aspects of keeping a FOr 
close wateh on it. was performed by RFC. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then. you expected to sell this particular booklet: lh 


id you not ¢ 
Mir. STRANDLUND. Yes, sir. I 
Mr. Moore. Did you set up a budget for this document as to | 
much you could spend for it and what you expected to obtain 


return ¢ 

Mr. SrrRANDLUND. We tried to make our money for advertising ¢ : 
just as far as it could. There is never, as a rule. any profit in that : 
particular thing directly. So, if we can get some plan that partially 
pavs for the thing and lessens our cost, we would like that if it has t! | 
sort of an aspect. We thought this did. 


Mr. Moorr. And you thought you might recoup part of your ex 
penses ; is that right ? 
Mr. Stranpiunb. That is right. 
Mr. Moore. Did you decide what the cost of the booklet would be th t 
the public ? 
Mr. Srranpiunp. No. 
Mr. Moorr. Who made that decision ? 
Mr. STRANDLI np. I think in our sales and sales promotion depart 1 
ments they determined that. 
Mr. Moorr. Did you and Senator McCarthy ever discuss what 
would be sold for? . é 
Mr. Stranpiunp. No. 
Mr. Moore. Are you sure of that? I 
Mr. Stranpiunp. In fact, after the first presentation of the mam 
script, I turned it over to my organization who were the specialists 
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that particular field, and I do not think I conferred at all with Senator 
McCarthy very much on the subject, and all the details of the develop 
ment were done with other people in our organization, not with me. 

Mr. Moore. He did not discuss the sale of the booklet, the sales 
price, with you ¢ 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. No, sir. 

Mr. Moor . Do you know W hether he discussed the sale price of the 
hooklet with any body else in the organization ¢ 

Mr. StranDLuND. I presume so. 

Mr. Moorr. Why do you say you “presume so” / 

Mr. Srranptunp. Because they handled the thing. There were a lot 
of details to work out plus the editing of the book, plus the amount, 
the manner and presentation, and so forth. 

Mr. Moore. Do you know whether or not he suggested what the price 
of the booklet should be 7 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Moorr. You don’t know? Do you have an 
that point / 

Mr. StrANDLUND. No. 

Mr. Moore. Would Mr. Semple have information along those lines / 

Mr. STRANDLUND. | think Mr. Semple and Mr. Denton would have 

at. 

Mir. Moore. One of the prov isions of the contract states that Senator 
McCarthy for a period of 5 years following the date of this contract 
would be obligated to minke revisions ot the booklet ; isn't that true / 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. 


Mr. Moore. Do you know whether any revisions were submitted 
/ 


OV tim < 
“Mr. Srranptunp. No. As TI said. I never followed the details. and 
| think that provision was put in there by Mr. Semple as an added 
ervice, SO that we were up to date on the legislation. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, Lustron Corp. has various contracts, have 
they. not, which you might consider and which the Government might 
consider to have an asset value at the present time ? Is that so? 

Mr. Stranputunp. I didn’t understand that. 

Mr. Moore. Certain contracts, unexecuted contracts, of the cor- 
poration have un asset value on the books of the company, an assignable 

ue, 

Mi. Stranpitunp. T still don’t understand that. 

Mr. Moore. Let me put the question differently. 

Mr. Srranpitunp. What is the reference to what particular con- 
ract ¢ 

Moorr. IT am asking about contracts in general. Can vou 

swer it “Yes” or “No”? 

Senator Weiker. I am quite certain that I do not understand your 

stion. Perhaps you can reframe it. 

Mr. Moore. Yes, sir. 

(mong the assets of the Lustron Corp. 

Mr. Stranpiunb. Physical assets / 

Mr. Moore (continuing). You have physical assets: don’ 

Does the corporation have any intangible assets 4 
Mr. Stranpiunp. I think all corporations have some. 
De « ipitalized., but there are ntangible assets, 


Q 
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Mr. Moore. Included in this category of intangible assets, are ther 
any contracts that have not vet been executed with respect to whic! 
the contracting party who has received value pursuant to the contra 
still has an obligation to the corporation ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I think there are unexpired contracts beyond ow 
contract when operation was stopped, and naturally there are co! 
tracts which have not been fulfilled or completed. 

Mr. Moore. This particular contract obligated Senator McCarthy, 
as I brought to your attention a moment ago, for a period of 
years 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is right. 

Mr. Moore (continuing). To continue to perform certain servic 
In connection with that contract. Isn't that so? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. 

Mr. Moorr. Has Lustron, to your knowledge, ever been approache 
by any other prefab builder in order to obtain an assignment of tha 
contract 4 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Moorr. Not that you know of? You have never heard any 
thing about that? . 

Mr. Srranpiunpb. No. 

Mr. Moorr. Are you aware that Senator MeCarthy stated on t! 
floor of the Senate, and his remarks appear in the appendix on Jun 
19, 1950, page A4764, where he made the following statement [read 
ing |: 

I understand that some of the other manufacturers of prebuilt housing 
interested in the contract which Lustron now holds That contract calls for 


~s)> 


keeping the book up to date until 1952 I hope that the receiver makes at 


attempt to dispose of this contract to some prefabricated housing company or 


some other individual o 
seeking a home. 


r company which will make it available to young peo] 


Mr. Strandlund, you had no information, then, with respect to tly 
statement that Senator Me¢ arthy made that some other prefab build 
ers were interested in his contract with Lustron ? 

Mr. Stranptunp. No: I haven’t any such information. I have 1 
information of that kind. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, do you recall and can you please state 
for the committee who the officers and directors of the company were 

Mr. Srranpitunp. The directors were Mr. Louis Leveirone, M1 
Howard Buhse, Mr. Fred Lowum, Mr. Raymond Hurley, Mr. Russell 
Davis, myself. How many do I have there? 

Mr. Moore. There are six more. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. There should be one other. The gentleman 
president of Holland Manufacturing Co. I don’t recall his name 
right now. 

Mr. Moorr. There is one other whose name you can supply ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I can supply it. 

Mr. Moorr. Could Mr. Semple refresh your recollection on t] 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I think so. 

(The witness consulted with Mr. Semple.) 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Mr. Semple doesn’t remember that particul 
individual’s name, either: but we might get the records and see that. 
Then there was Paul Buckley and Mr. Semple. 

Mr. Moorr. Did vou say “Paul Buckley”? 


Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Yes. 
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Mr. Moore. And Lorenzo Semple? 
Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. 
Mr. Moore. They were the directors ¢ 
\ir. Srranpiunp. That is mght. © 
Mr. Moore. Who were the ollicers ? 
Mr. Stranptunb. I was the president. Mr. Semple was the vice 
vesident. Mr. Joseph M. Tucker was the vice president. Then 
re was a change in officers. Mr. Hurley was the vice president at 
time. He was succeeded by—that is mght, he was unfilled, 
\ir. Moore. His vacancy was not filled, Mr. Hurley’s ? 
Mir. SrRANDLUND. That is right. ; 
Russell M. Davis was a vice president; Donald Zoylan was the 
‘troller, and Fred Lowum was the secretary and treasurer. I 
< those were the executive otticer's. 
Moorr. Was Mr. Merle Young an officer of the company ¢ 
STRANDLUND. Not an executive officer. He had the title o 
ssistant comptroller. 
Mr. Moors. And Mr. Sundstrom, was he on the board of directors 
nd an officer of the company 4 
Mir. SrranpLUND. At one time, yes. He was sales manager. 
Mr. Moore. Do you recall what period of time he was sales 
naver 4 
Mir. SrrRANDLUND. During 1948, 
\ir. Moorr. During 1948 2 
Mir. STRANDLUND. Yes. 
Mr. Moore. During the entire period, the entire year? 
Vir. Srranptunp. No: I do not think so. I would have to refresh 
vy memory through the records to give you the exact dates. 1 am 
trying to approximate that. 
Mr. Moorr. Mr. Sundstrom was a Member of Congress in the 
rhtieth Congress: was he not / 
Mr. Srranpiunpb. Inthe Kightieth Congress, yes. 
\ir. Moore. He was also a membe of the Joint Committee on Hous 
ov: was he not ¢ 
Vir. STRANDLUND. Yes; he was. 
Mr. Moore. Did you invite Mr. Sundstrom to become an executive 
er of the company ? 
Mr. STRANDLUND. He ran for reelection in New Jersey and was 
feated and at the time was free. I had never talked to him before 
to come into the company. Naturally, being defeated, he was 
ible. His background, experience in housing and in the invest- 
sales business made me think he was quite a suitable man for the 
On. 
Moore. So, you sought him out; is that ri 
. STRANDLUND. That is right. 
Moore. Had you come to know Mr. Sundstrom during the 
of the hearings of the Joint Committee on Housing? 
STRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 
Moore. Did you appear before that committee / 
STRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 
. Moorr. On more than one occasion / 
STRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. SrranpLuNpb. I cannot recall that, Mr. Counsel. On lots of 
occasions because this whole project was well looked into and I wa 
present at many hearings. One of the members of this committee w 
a member of the committee at that’t ne, and he probably can remembe) 
how many times I] wasthere. I cannot remember. 

Senator Monroney. He was there at least a half dozen times a: 
probably a clozen times before the House committee. 

Mr. SrranpLUND. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. What was Mr. Sundstrom’s salary, Mr. Strandlhin 

Mr. STRANDLUND. $25,000 a vear. 

Mr. Moore. 825,000 a year / 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Dares is right. 

Mr. Moorr. Was that salary ever reduced while he was an employ 
of the company ¢ 

Mr. STrRANDLUND. No. 

Mr. Moore. Was there any Suevwestion evel made to vou that t! 
sulary should be reduced? — . 

Mr. Stranptunp. Well, I do not think so. I will have to expla 
ust how those things work so you do not get a misunderstanding of 

Mr. Moore. Just to make my question more specific, what [ had 
mind was: Did the RFC ever direct vou to reduce his salary ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No: officially not. 

Mir. Moore. Was it ever unofficially suggested ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunb. I think in bitter controversy with one of thy 
directors, in a fight we had, where things were hurled at each other. 
every sort of charge was made by that individual. But the 
yrocedure 
Mr. Moore. Just a minute. Who isthe individual you are referr 
) 

Mr. Straxptunp. Walter Dunham, a director of the RFC 

But the procedure, Mr. Counsel, was that you submit all officers 
vetting SLOOOO or more seg fore you even hired t hem. You ave a 
complete report, stated the background and made application to the 
REC, and before you hi min him you had to have a written consent. 

We had no organization, We started practically with one man, you 
see. So we had a pattern laid out and in this pattern these jobs | 


1o 





the salaries that we planned on in advance. So the scale was Sales : 
mined by REC and my self and all officers hired were first submitte . 
looked into by the Board of Directors of the RFC and a written ap 1 
proval given. 
Mr. Moore. That was the case with respect: to each officer ? . 
Mr. SrranpLunp. That is correct. 1 
Mr. Moore. Did the dire tors who were hot officers receive COM R 
sation / a 
Mr. Srranptunp. The ci ia received only their expenses. : 
Senator Hrenprickson. Mr. Chairman, | want counsel to have . 
the latitude in the world. May I ask counsel just how this testimo + 
could possib ly relate to Senator McC arthy ¢ of 
Mr. Moore. Senator Hendrickson, the relevancy of this testimo +} 
from the port of view of counsel is this: The status of the con pol “ 
tion is certainly in issue here, the status of the corporation at the tu v3 
this money was paid. We brought out testimony yesterday indicating ti 

that it was in rather poor financial condition and operating soley. ey 
ot 
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clusively on taxpayers’ money. We think it is material to show the 
stewards ship of this company without going into it thoroughly, and 
| do want to point out at this time that following these questions with 
respect to the salaries of the officers and directors and the identifica- 
tion “ty these people, 1 intend to get on to something else. But [ do 
feel it is essential to develop the record on this point for the reason I 
Sanit 

Senator Henprickson. You think if the financial status of this cor 
poration had been different : in other words, if the financial status had 
been par excellence, tops, you think it would make a difference in the 
relationship between the corporation and Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Moore. Se nator He ndrickson, ] believe the subcommittee will 
want to consider very, very seriously the fact that we had here a case 
of taxpayers’ money being used, and I believe that the subcommittee 
also might take a different view of it if you hada corporation that was 
financed by private funds and not in effect almost a subsidized i 
stitution. 

Senator Henprickson. Let’s assume that the financial condition was 

every respect above question and this book had been contracted for. 
The loans, however, which the corporation had obtained from the 
Government, from Government funds, wouldn't the status be exactly 
the same ¢ 

Mr. Moore. Irrespective, Senator Hendrickson, of the funds that 
were being used or, is your question based upon the hypothesis that the 
money might be from private loans ‘ 

Senator Henprickson. I am just assuming that the corporation is 
completely sound financially except, ot course, that it did owe the 
Government some money, owed the RFC some money. Would there 
be any difference if it fell into that category than if it fell into the 
category ot being substandard in its financial condition 4 

Mr. Moore. It does make a difference. This inquiry is material 
because we want to focus the attention of the subcommittee on this 
particular transaction where $10,000 of taxpayers’ money was paid 
idvance on the date = contract was sioned and on a document that 

s known to be a rough draft, under a contract which provided some 
kind of royalty payment, but was for all practical purposes a payment 
full on the dotted line, cash on the barrel head. 

senator WELKER. Tae do you cet the facts that SLO.000 of the 
taxpayers’ money was paid in advance? | assumed that this money 

ime from legitimate loans from the RFC tothis corporat ion. That Ls 
no different than a loan from the First Security Bank down here in 

shineton, and I do not believe that we are fair in that. Certainly 
REC must have thought there was some merit in this loan before they 
ide such a tremendous loan. 
senator Monront Y. Reearding the line of questioning that counsel 
son, I think this matter is highly significant, that this was a loan 
at was continually before the Banking and Currency Committees 
of the House and the Senate. The Republican P arty in the House, 
‘me mbe TS ot the Re pub hie an Party, Mr. Jesse W ole ott ot Mic hig: an 
| 1 believe almost unanimously the Republicans in the House were 
\ violently opposed to this loan. It was subject to review, not par 
ul: url) so much by the RFC, but review by the Congress itself. 

Here is a Member of the U nited States Senate sitting as a member 

of the ee and Currency Committees, a member of the sub- 
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committee on RFC, vice chairman of the Housing Committee, wh 


was a fact-finding committee of the Joint Banking and Curre: 
Committees, receiving from a company which wi as completely finan 
by Government money through RFC Cat the direction of the ¢ OngT S 
legislation having been passed authorizing that, and this loan be 
continually reviewed. I cannot see how the line of questioning und 
taken by counsel today can in any way be termed nongermane to 1 


inquiry. I think it is fundamental to this issue, whether this compa ; 
WAS SI ibsidized or oran ted tt loan wholly by (rove rnment finane Ing 
whether the company was completely independent and had no } 
lationships whatsoever w! vith the Congress or with the Senate or w 
the RFC. In the latter case I think it would be a completely differ: 
status. 
Senator Wetker. In other words, it is your opinion, Senator M: 
roney, that after 2 loan is made by the R FC anes eemeenes coer ie ' 
can inquire as to whether o1 not this person > should advertise eithy e 
by the use of a Senator’s article or in the Saturday Evening P ost. 
' Senator MonrRONEY. l think the wisdom ot the advertising is ; 
matter in question here. , 
Senator Weiker. Wouldn't that be left to the people who ran tl. 
corporation / ( 
Senator Monroney. Well, it might be, but it is also subject, I think, ‘ 
to some of you in this study, pane ularly when you take the art 
which has been mace a part of the booklet and analyze it care ful 
because, as near as I can tell, out of all of the pages, from page 27 ove I 
tO page 64, there are only tWo paragraphs contained there dealing W \ 
prefabricated housing. i would be glad to read them into the re 
if you like. " 
senator Wi LKER. | am not co cerned — ; f 
Senator Monroney. Just a minute, [am not quite through. Ther , 
are only three other mentions made of prefab housing in any othe! ' 
way. | 
This matter is before this committee on whether this was a pro) C 
advertising expense. That is one question Also, whether it n 
proper use of funds for work performed and sold on the literary " 
factual merit or text matter of the manuscript—that is a question that | 
I think is subject to this committee’s inquiry. +] 
Senator WeLKer. | appreciate the fact that you are entitled, or | 
fee] you are entitled, to go into the matter of the merits of the do u 
ments, but | do not know that we are entitled to fo into the merit 
an — loan. I think we all admit it was a poor loan, or they woi 3 
be in business todav. What thev do with that money after they 
a bortie a SO-C — legitimate loan seems to me to be eolIng pret 
ir afield. and we vill | be here until Christmas voIng into the met 
Suan of this callie Lustron Corp. ' 
Senator Monnon} y. We have ample precedent in the various 
quiries by " ie Fulbright committee and others as to what funds wer 
spent for by recipients of RFC loans, various attorneys’ fees 
things of that kind. I do not think we should ignore this case wl 
the } rrecedents have been set in other cases that the use of RFC mo} a 
for the payment of attorneys’ fees or other things has been subject 1 
and rightfully so, Senate inquiry. t]} 


Senator Weriker. Why can’t we limit it to the investigation of t 
$10,000 paid to Senator McCarthy? Why do we have to go afield a1 
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find out how much salarv a certain oflicer rol and whether or not he 
rned it, and thing's of that nature é 
Senator Monront y. I don’t think we should vo Into those deta Is 
1e Operation. 
senator WELK R. That is What we are doing. 
Senator Monronry. Perhaps it is significant as to the careless mat 
er and excessive costs and various things that were indulged in by 
e corp ration with the money advanced by RI ye . 
Senator HENDRICKSON, The only reason I raised the question 
| questioned counsel was that I feel we can go far afield if we are not 
careful. I wanted to vet the inside story. I wanted to get counsel’ 
thought, so that as one member of the committee I could determin 
my own judgement whether we are off base or not. off the track. | 
not convinced that we are off the track now that I have heard 
e explanation, but I do think we have to limit the see pe ft t 
examination, else, as the Senator has just said, the Senator from Idaho 
is Just said, we will be here until Christmas and beyond that. We 
in get Into so much detail that we will lose sight of our main obje 
ve. 
Senator GILLETTE. The ( haw ian would like tom ike this comment. 


Of course, the main purpose of our inquiry is the contract that was 


I 


it 
entered into betwee} this Lustro1 Corp. and Senator MeCart lV. [ ut 
our purpose. 


[s it the thought of the counsel that the financial condition « f the 
Lustron Corp. at the time tl contract was entered into wit senato. 
MeCarthy was a factor in the provisions of the contract ¢ 

Mr. Moorr. I think, Senator Gillette, it is a fact in this ease, of 

ch the subcommittee should be informed. It was principally for 
that purpose that we adduced vesterday the testimony ( f the Chief of 


the Litigation Section of REC, who gave us that information for the 
ord 
Senator Grurrre. I think the point is well taken on the part of 
senator Hendrickson and Senator Welker to the effect that the w isdom 
r lack of wisdom of the loan by RFC to the Lustron Corp. is not a 
itter that is the subject of our inquiry at the present time except 
the counsel wants to connect it up as hav ing a bearing on the contract 
it we are Investigating. I see some justification for going into that 
ition on that ground. Otherwise it would seem to me we are 
ndering far afield. 
Senator Henprickson. It certainly must be conceded by the full 
nmittee that the Lustron Corp. was badly managed. The record 
iks for itself. 
Senator Gitverre. But that is outside the scope of our inquiry. 
Mr. Srranpiunp. I believe an accusation of that nature, of course— 
I have been through an awfully long investigation on that and 
I think that is unfair. 
Senator Henprickson. I am sorry if IT have been unfair. 
Mr. Strranpiwnp. I disagree with that. 
Senator Henprickson. As I look at the record, I couldn't agree 
erwise. 
Mr. Srranpitunp. I think if you just forget anv testimony and take 
‘recommendation of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee 


had a hearing out at the plant after the thing was declared 
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bankrupt and made the recommendation to continue, it might ease 
that failure. 

Senator Henprickson. If I have offended you personally, I “08 
gize. I am speaking from a record that has been established and 
known to the world. 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Well, it has been well known, but I do not thi: 
the true facts have always been made known to the world. 

Senator Henprickson. The reason I raised that point is becaus 
is proof of the fact that all this testimony may well be irrelevant 
the main factor we are seeking to establish. 

Senator Weiker. I think we will all stipulate that it is not a solvent 
corporation. 

Senator Hennines. At least, not flourishing. 

Senator Werxker. At least not flourishing. 

Mr. Moore. Basically, there isa further consideration here. The ’ 
is the matter of the stewardship of this corporation. It was abun 
dantly demonstrated yesterday by the witness from RFC that it was 
far from a flourishing corporation, but we have in addition, membe1 
of the subcommittee, a question of ear hb aay Was this Lustro: 
thing an easy touch? It seems to me if that were true, it is relevant 
here on the question of motivation. 

Senator GILLerTe. Was it what ? 

Mr. Moore. An easy thing, an easy touch. If that were the case, ] 
feel, Mr. Chairman, definitely that it should be explored in this record 
bere et gg course, going into the whole question of policy, the wisdom 

» jae kk ot f wisdom of the policy ot the REC in eranting these loa . 
sal on that basis I submit that what we have been doing here is very 
relevant. 

Senator Gituerre. As the subcommittee knows, and was stated yes 
terday, the chairman isn’t in the position to pass on a question of thy 
admission of e\ vide Mmce. We are not proce e ding under thos se rules, | } 
the chairman is very hopeful that the investigation can be limited t 
matters that are « ‘early relevant. There is a question as to the ~ 
tinency of the investigation into the condition of Lustron at the ti 
this contract was entered into with Senator Me¢ arthy. 

i mn counse |’s opinion there is rele ‘Vahicy and he can show It and 

ill limit his inquiry to laying that foundation. I would suggest the 
committee allow him to proceed on that basis. 

Ser ator Hennrneos. If T may make one observation, I believe cou 

| have prepared this case. aay of us on this committee happet 
a lawyers by trade. I think it is very difficult and imposing a gr 
burden upon counsel unless i. wanders extravagantly far afield, | ti 
stop him—with all due — to mis colleagues and friends of t 
committee—during the course of his development of points whicl 
his judgment—and we must oils upon his judgment should be 
developed, without giving him an opportunity to fully develop 
foundation which he may be laying. 

If we are convinced during the course of counsel's effort to el 
certain information that the information is totally and complet: 
without relevancy or germaneness, then it would seem to me that 1 
the interest of orderly procedure, Mr. Chairman, we might go int 
executive session and determine from counsel, by way of his offer 
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woof, what he intends to prove and in which direction he is headed 
timately. 
It would just seem to me that it serves little useful purpose for us 
yengage ina colloquy here, as we have for a little while this morning, 
dif we are going to do that very often in the course of thi Nquiry 
ere will be a lot of time consumed because we just cannot decide 
nvthing that Way. 
Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, I agree fully with the d 
noulshed Senator from Missourt. 
Senator HENNINGs. I believe iy friends from Idaho and New 
Jersey, both being fine counsel, will understand the situation. 
Senator WerLker. I agree with the Senator. Yesterday I missed 
ie hearing, and I flew all the Way back to be here this morning. | 


nnot see the relevancy of every mistake this corporation made. 


Certainly they must have made some or they would have been in 

Islhess today. I cannot see our drageing out here every time they 

ud aman too much money Or spent too much money for advertising. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman. | don’t want to limit a thing which 
I] 


verinianhe to the niatter before this subcommittee. | ahi W to 


ne 
submit it to the sound discretion of the chairman 

Senator GILLETTE, Senator Hendrickson, do you wish to further 
omment 4 

Senator Henprickson. No. I agree fully with the Senator from 
\lissourl, | think these colloquies Cali serve ho purpose 11) open Ses 
sion, but I do feel, certainly, that we all have the right and the duty 
when we think we are dealing with matters that are not directly 
verinane, to eall it to the ittention of the (hair, so we do not wander 


Tal afield in these long proceed hes, because they are certainly frolng to 


e rathet lengthy. 


senatol HLLeTTE. | think there is no doubt about that. It is 
perfectly within the province of any member of the subcommittee 
to rare he question as TO the releval C\ ot test mony. As ] have 
ted. we are not proceedine under rules of evidence and. in the last 


riyf 


ilvsis, the mae nib rs of the subcommittee will determine the welgiit 
d the value of the testimony that has been presented here. 

It isincumbent upon us toavoid, as far as we possibly can, going into 
xtraneous matters, into irrelevant fields, and | agree wath the Senator 
rom Missouri that we do not want to handicap the counsel in his 
resentation, byvat Hay | sugvest that he proceed and that. so far as 
e possibly can, limit this inquiry to matters that can be shown at a 
pel od to have a bear hy on the main question before us. 
Senator Henprickson. | might say that in this instance I am con 
ced unsel Is on the proper COLUTS@, but | cid fee] | had the right 

kk the question. 
Senator GILLErTe. All right. Without objection, counsel may pro 
Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, a moment ago you mentioned the 
ime of Mr. Dunham, the forme Director of the RFC. 

Mr. ScrRANDLUND. That is meht. 

Mr. Moore. Were you here yesterday, Mr. Strandlund, when staff 
exhibit No. 9 was introduced, that being a memorandum prepared 

d signed by Mr. Dunham, dated July 8, 1949 ¢ 


Mr. StrANpDLUND. I was present. 
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Mr. Moore. I hand you this exhibit, Mr. Strandlund, and direct yor 
attention specifically to the final paragraph, the language in the fi 
paragraph. 

That reads: 

Mr. Strandlund during the meeting 


and this memorandum is of a meeting in connection with Lustr: 
Corp. on July 7, 1949, where Mr. Dunham states in the final par 
graph— 

Mr. Strandlund during the meeting intimated that he had powerful friends \ 
the administration and in Congress. He said he thought that the RFC, Congri 
and the administration had a moral commitment to him to carry on this oblis 
tion regardless of expense until its complete success had been established 
regard this attitude as distinctly dangerous to a promotional type of man, whi 
I believe Mr. Strandlund to be. 

You were present, were vou not, at that meeting / 

Mr. SrRaNDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Was that a meeting which you attended where you |} 
some altercation with Mr. Dunham, as you mentioned a moment ago 
was the case on several other occasions ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes; that was part of a series, and the man puts 
paragraph like that in there more or less to weaken and underm 
mie. 

] i] timated. How does one intimate @ If ] even thought I } 
powerful friends in the Congress, | wouldn't be as indiscreet as to 
around and parade that fact. This man is pretty loose with his ta 
L think 14 vou want to go into the whole subject matter, you better o 
the testimony before the Banking and Currency Committee and get 
my testimony in regard to this. 

Senator Gitterre. The Mr. Dunham you refer to was a director 
the RE( ( 

Mr. Moorm. That is 1 

Senator Giutetrr. And the document which you read from w 
memorandum—— 

Mr. Moorr. For the files. 

Senator GILLETTE (continuing). For the RFC files? 

Mr. Moore. For the RFC files, Mr. Chairman. 

L believe the-witness has not attested to that fact. IT want to dir 
the question to bring that out. 

Senator Gitterre. The memorandum purports to be a statem 
over the signature of Mr. Dunham as to what occurred at this } 
ticular meeting / 

Mr. Moore. At this particular meeting, that is right, Mr. Chairma: 

Senator GitLeTre. That is all right. 

Mr. Moore, You realize that this was a memorandum from M 
Dunham’s files ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. I expect so. I don’t know that. I suppose 
But I take extreme exception to that paragraph, to his own co 
clusion. That represents an attempt at that time to try to prejud 
other members of the RFC. 

Senator GILLETTE. May [ interrupt again, Counsel? 

Mr. Strandlund, could you recall the meeting that Mr. Dunha 
referred to here ? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. 


joht 
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Senator Gitterre. This is an ex parte statement of Mr. Dunham’s. 
Mr. StranDLUND. Not minutes. 
Senator GinLerre. Do you recall at that meeting m: iking any state- 
ment of a similar nature to that quoted here ? 
Mr. SrranpDLUND. No, sir. 
Senator Gitterrr. Did you say or intimate that you had a strong 
onnection in official circles ? ’ 
Mr. StrRANDLUND. No. sit 
Senator GiLtLterre. There was no conversation of the type that you 
call, of the type that is cited there? 
“eh STRANDLUND. None whatsoever. In fact, the whole meeting I 
nuld recite backward and forward because it was one of the critical 
meetings that I had with me ‘mbers of the RFC. It was brought about, 
was called for the consideration of an application for a loan, to put 
e whole amount of money into one long-term loan. After the fiftee) 
da half million, which was done under the Defense Act. the rest of 
the ieian was done under amendment 102 in the Housing Act. and we 
were putting this plant together in 1948. You must remember, about 


] 
~~ 


e business flourishing. how eat vou flouri sh when vou are just spen 

gy money buildu nga plant ’ : 

All the loans after the fifteen and a half million were mace on a 
hort-term basis—one of them for 1] year, and down to 60 days. No 


inking institution o1 anybody else would do that. They had just 
told me, “Let’s keep it temporary. Make an application over-all 
Phen we will know just how mue h money you need.” 

[didthat. This wasthe meeting. 

Senator Giterre. Mr. Strandlund, I didn’t want to go into those 
el What Iam particularly inquiring into is this statement of 
Dunham's. So fo) as vour recollection is concerned there was no 

vy eonversa ) al fel nt for a conelu ich a Ma 
luinham made there ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That rrect. It was after a situation wher 

\I Dunham w iunted to reorganize my company with Mr. Merle ¥ oung 

| Mr. Hageerty and Mr. Rex Jacobs, et cetera, which had been tes 

“i to, and, 1 aturally, we were, on principle, at great odds at this 
eting. 


Che word “intimate”—I don’t know how you intimate. You either 
it isor you don’t say itisso. I never said that. 

Senator GitLetre. You never said it ? 

Mr. Srranptunpb. That is right. 

Senator Gitterre. Was any member of your group there who said 

1 it ¢ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. I wasthe only one from Lustron there. 

Mr. Moorr. In your colloquy with Senator Gillette you stated that 
did not intimate that you had power ful friends in Congress? 

Vir. Srranptunp. Counsel, I don't know what you intimate. 

Mr. Moore. | just want the record To be clear, That IS A pre- 
nary question. 

Mr. Stranpitunp. T deny that allegation. 

Mr. Moore. You did not intimate that at that meeting. Is that vour 


Mr. Srranpitunp. That is right. 





136 INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


Mr. Moore. Did vou, in fact, feel that you had powerful friend 
In Congress without so intimating ? 

Mr. SrrRANDLUND. I would be an ingrate and ungrateful if I didi 
think T had friends in Congress when they voted legislation to mak: 
it possible for me to be in business, plus the wonderful encouragement, 
and all, we had at the start of the thing. If that is my mind, whi 
vou want, I naturally felt that in my own mind, and that went for 
quite a rew people in Congress. 

Mr. Moorr. You felt you had many friends ¢ 
Mr. Srranpiunp. I couldn't do anything else. 
Mr. Moors. This meeting to which Mr. Dunham has referred 


it nemorandum— 

Senator HENpRICKsSON. I assume vou still have friends in Congres 
Mir. StRANDLUND. I think so. ' 

Mr. Moore. This meeting was called at your request, was it not/ 
Mr. SrRANDLI . Yes, sir; to present this application. 

Mr. Moore. I notice in exhibit No. 1 submitted by the RFC witness 
vesterday that your company, Lustron, was authorized to receiv 
ns loan of SLO million on July 8, 1948. 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Did the que of the authorization of that loa 
come up at that meeting / 

Mr. Srranptunp. | don’t know whether it was a question of author 

ion because this exact amount which was needed to complete this 
t was not known until 1949. So all the loans after the fifteen and 
; m, as they explain, were authorized on a temporary basis, 
term, and it might be informative to state that we wer 
bores losed on the basis of a short-term note, OV day note, 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, would you allow me to ask a ques 
tion so | might be brought up to date? 

Mr. Witness, how much did vou borrow from REC, the total 4 

Mr. SrrRANDLUND. $37,500,000, 

senator Wi LKER Phirty SeVell, How hie] did it COst Vou to by 
the plant that Vou have been l¢ stify he ab nuit ¢ , 

Mir. STRANDLUND. Well, It Cost fifteen mid oa halt hl 

meryv. | ai just o1ving Vou round heures 

Senator Werikxer. That is what I wanted. 

Mr. StranpiLUNb. Fifteen and a half million in machinery. Of 
course, we had during the whole year, 1948, and a half year in 1949, 
the expense of installing, organizing, and building an organizatior 
In installing that machinery preparatory to building this house, we 
had all those expenses. Of course, all ventures of that nature, Senator, 
have nothing but expense. ‘There are lo sales, ho production. 

Senator Weiker. I hate to delay this, but I was away vesterda\ 
when you testified on this matter. It might fit much clearer for ni 
know that. 

Senator Henprickson. Just in fairness to the witness and to the cor 
poration, I used the term a little while ago “badly managed.” I thi 
it might be relevant to have Mr. StrandJund, because he apparent 
indicated that the corporation wasn’t badly managed, tell the con 
mittee why he feels it wasn’t badly managed, briefly. 

Mr. Stranptunpb. First off, a plant of a million and a quarter square 
feet was tooled up with fifteen and a half million dollars worth of 
special machinery for a new product in a span of 1 year and 6 mont 
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when delivery of equipment in those days, in 1948, was from 12 to 14 
months. We had to build a whole organization. We had to put in 
all the paper work, drawings, and all. We had to teach men, build a 
sales organization, a dealer organization, and a whole organization 
nan industry that no one had ever been in before. 

On that basis, the accomplishment, in a year and a half, was a good 
ne, Everyone with engineering experience, executives of large CO! 
porations who saw that plant said it was one of the finest engineered 

plants they had ever seen. 

‘The plant was hot completed until 1949, in Ju e. We were threat 
ened with foreclosure from that date, June 1949, until the fall 

Here ms a new product we have to sel] the people. We rot bac 
| ubhieity from RFC, our bankers, to Whom we were obligated tO pay 
back this loan. In March 1950, the actual foreclosure took place, 

hich rave us about ao months’ chance to build a sZUvu million volume 


i 


business. 

I don’t know how badly you can manage or how off in theory o1 
indards or practices in corporations that might be. 

Senator Henprickson. | take it from what you 

ume on your bankers ¢ 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Yes; I do. I have testified, and there is lots of 
eStIMLOn with that basis. [ am just how taking a venera | picture of 
the cardinal facts of the things, so in simple terms anyone who cal 
think the thing out will know we never were given a chance. We 
vot close to 3.000 houses out and not a ku k-back in one, and a oreat 
demand even today. 

Senator HENDRIKSON. | thought Ih fairness to you, since I made 
lat statement, that you should have a right to put your version into 


t 


the record. 
Senator Monroney. For the record. too, | do not believe Mr. Strand 
ind brought it out. but it was a prefabricated steel house, porcelain 
amel inside and out. which was a con pletely revolutionary iden 
iousing, Insulated, and bringing into mass production the use of 
eel for housing. which never had existed before, that type ol housing. 
Mr. Srranpitunpb. That is right. 
Yesterday, when | testified. ere Was a question W th reg ird to the 
sal of the value of this booklet. and I said that the Forum had 
de ii appraisal oT it. I was given permission to read that into 
e record and submit it. | would hke to read that at this t me, 
It Was 11 the Architectural Forum. OT which binde a repri t 
Senator GILLETTE. How extensive an article is it / 
Mr. SrRANDLUND. It is very short. 
Senator Gintuerre. Is it on the back of tha which vor 
nting / , 
Mir. SrRANDLUND. Yes. 
Senator GitLterre. Proceed to read it. 
Mr. Srranpitunp. This is a book review 
Forum. 
Senator Wenker. What are vou reading into the reeord 
Witness / 
Mr. SrTRANDLUND. This is an editorial in the book review of 
\rchitectural Forum of May 1949, which discusses this booklet. 
Senator Weiker. The booklet written by Senator McCarthy / 


lg 
t| 
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Ls 


Mr. SrranDLUND. Yes. [| Reading:] 


How To Own Your Own Home, based on information gathered by Senator Joe 
McCarthy, Home Service Bureau, Lustron Corp., Marion, Ohio, 54% by 8 
04 pages, 35 cents. 

The unique feature of this pamphlet is its clear, thorough account of hom: 
financing through FHA and VA loans. It tells in simplest terms how much o: 
can borrow, how to go about borrowing it and what the terms of repayment wi 
be. There are also several sensible chapters on points to look for in choosing 
house and neighborhood and points to look out for in closing a deal. In additior 
a chapter by Senator Joe McCarthy, vice chairman of the Joint Congression 
Committee on Housing, sizes up the housing problem as a national headache, w 
hints on how the law may be applied as a remedy. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Strandlund, in this review of the booklet 
I think the testimony is correct that it is quite interesting and graph 
In many parts, including tables and things of that kind, on how yo 
can finance your home. But as I understood you yesterday, you 
said that the only part of the booklet that was prepared or bought 
from Senator McCarthy, the manuscript which came from Senato; 
MeC arthy, was that portion of the booklet from pages 27 to 64. 

Air. SrRANDLUND. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. In the course of that there are 1414 pages of 
those 37 pages that deal largely with the problems of housing, and a 
eood number of pages were public housing and all, practically, Col 
ventional housing problems. The problem of changing the laws to 
take care of the ill-housed, the ill-fed, and the ill-clothed was cor 
sidered. Twenty-two and a half pages of the 37 deal with an analysis 
of the various laws. 

1 was somewhat puzzled why it would be worth $10,000 to you to 
get that portion of the manuscript when only three—I said two earlier, 
but I rec ‘hee ked there are three paragre aphs in the book which deal 
with prefabricated housing which, of course, is a very revolutionary 
thing and which I think the country and you and the Congress wa 
interested in seeing what we could do on. 

Mr. Srranpuunpb. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. There are only three mentions made in the othe: 
portions of these 37 pages that appear where prefabricated housing 
has been inserted along with other housing. 

Mr. Srranptunp. I believe I testified, Senator, that his name in the 
booklet lent some authenticity and attraction, so that it put punch 
nto the distribution in which we were interested; then we thought 
we would tie in the publicity that he had at that time, travel 
100,000 miles, or so many times around the globe, holding these hea 
ings at various parts of the country and calling attention to the ho 
ing needs, et cetera. 

So on that basis at that time we thought it was a pretty good a 
vertising brochure. 

Senator Monroney. I think the brochure in its total is very goo 
I mean the facts and all the material that is contained in the booklet 
The article is extremely interesting reading. But I just wondered 
how it would help sell prefabricated housing when there is so litt! 
mention made of prefabricated housing in that. 

It seems as if you could have asked for a rewrite of the original 
article with a little more plugging for the purchasers of $10,000 
manuscript so that it might sell some houses. 

Mr. Srranptunp. The real analysis of it, Mr. Senator, I believe 
vou should ask my sales promotion people for. 
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Senator Monroney. He has all the figures and statistics ? 

Mr. SrrRaANDLUND. They have all the material and their thinking on 
the thing. I naturally would take their conclusions. That was their 
job. 

Senator Wetker. May I ask a question ? 

I assume that Senator McC arthy—I haven’t read this—brought 

Ny the relative impossibility of getting the ordinary type of house— 

‘ame and brick. If he did bring that out, I assume that would be 

.dvertising value and you could show to the public that you could 
furnish that prefabricated house rather simply and hurriedly. Am 
| correct in that assumption ¢ ¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. I was just going to read the three paragraphs 
which would be informative. 

Senator Hy NDRICKSON, ] would suggest you proceed now, to keep 
the record straight. , 

Senator Monronery. I quite agree with Senator Welker that any 
development of the prefabricated economies in furnishings and things 

ce that would have been proper. 

On page 40 appears the first paragraph under subsection 7: 

Liberalizes Government-insured loans for the mass production and marketing 

low-cost prefabricated housing and establishes insured credit for builders 
tilizing the economy of large-scale site production in the production of low-cost 
holes, 

Half of the paragraph deals with prefabricated housing, the other 

eals with the mass proauct on on the site. 

You have a slight analysis on page d7, dealing with the problems 
prefabricated housing. You have two mentions of prefabrication on 

ive 56, Just mentioned in connection with the Housing Act, which, 
effect. forces builders ton! pretabricating manufacturers to build for 
; low-cost market, which was certainly true. 

On page 59 appears the other two paragraphs: 

Vrefabrication loans: To encourage the manufacture of lower-cost quality pre 
ricated or mass-produced housing, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is 
thorized to make loans up to 75 percent of the cost of the factory and machinery 
vhich to manufacture such houses 

In addition, prefab manufacturers can secure Government-insured loans for the 

pose of initial working capital Mhis enables the manufacturer to meet 
erating costs as they arise and will obviate the necessity of holding up produ 
until funds are available from the final sale of prefab homes. Government- 


sured loans are also available to dealers for the purchase of prefab homes. 
} 


e provisions of the Housing Act were designed to assure the availability of 
w-cost quality prefab housing for families of moderate income and to assure 
there would be no gaps in meeting the needs of prefab producers. 
Those are the three paragraphs that I was able to find that deal 
ectly or indirectly with prefabrication and its answer to some of 
e housing problems. 
Senator Gitterre. Senator Hendrickson. 
Senator Henprickson. Mr. Strandlund, at the time you made this 
mtract with Senator McCarthy, you considered that a good invest 
nt for the corpor: ition, did you! 
Mr. Srranptunp. Yes. My people did, too. 
Senator HENDRICKSON, | And you were pre sident of the corporation 
Mr. StRANDLUND. That is right. 
Senator HENDRICKSON. Do you still consider vou made a o od In 


tment ¢ 


/ 
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Mr. SrranpLuND. I have never made an appraisal of it. 

Senator Henprickson. I couldn't hear you, sir. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. 1 haven’t made a late appraisal of that becau: 
of the inoperation of the company, et cetera. I never expected it t 
have an Impact, a political impact. It looked like a good piece of a 
vertising at the time, but if I had a problem to do tomorrow, I do not 
believe 1 would avail myself of that particular piece of literature. 

Senator Henprickson. You were thinking in terms of good adv 
tising only at the time you entered into the contract, were you / 

Mr. Srranpuunp. That is right. 

Another thing that the REC will bring out about om precarlo 
financial situation in 1948—and in this same issue is a picture of t] 
plant and some of the equipment. 

Remember this started in 1948. For all practical purposes thy 
company was formed in 1948. ‘That gives you an idea of the immensit 
of the thing. I do not believe just talking about it you get the in 
mensity of it. You might think it is just a small operation, that 
ought to have been flourishing in 1948 and making money, when it \ 
just in the process of be Ine built. 

I would like to present this thine just to give you an idea of what 
entails. There is the plant and some of the equipment, et cetera. 
isa large airplane plant. 

Senator GinLterre. Proceed, counsel. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Standlund, were vou aware at the time of the pr 
chase of this article by Lustron that Senator MeCarthy was a me iy 
of the subcommittee OT thre »R Ie C of the Senate Banking and Curren 
Committee ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That committee had served its purpose and I b 
hieve Was disbanded. | believe much eal lier that year, () months bef re 
that. or so, it Was disbanded. At no time had | ever conferred Wit 
Senator MeCarthy or had I in any of my various hearings conferr 
with him. If he wasa member, | certainly wash’ aware of it beea 
never do I remember his being present, as I recall, in the hearings 

Mr. Moore. You say you never recall his being present / 

Mir. SrrANDLUND. No. 

Mr. Moorr. By that you mean at the hearings that you testific 
about / 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. It. was a subcommittee of the Banking and (¢ 
rency Committee of the Senate which held hearings during the Eieht 
eth Congress. Senator Tobey was chairman of the committee as 
whole and also a member of that committee. Senator Flanders a 
Senator Sparkman were members. It was a small subcommitt 
Most of my hearings or things before them—I never saw Senat 
McCarthy at any one of those occasions. 

Mr. Moorr. Were you aware of the fact that 1 week before the ex: 
cution of the contract the Senate Investigating Subcommittee of t 
Committee on Expenditures had taken an official interest in the 
fairs of Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunp. So I can identify this committee, who was ¢! 
chairman of that committee’ I had so many hearings that I cam 
place it. Is that Senator Buck’s committee / 

Mr. Moore. It is Senator Hoey’s committee at the present time 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. I mean at that time. Was that Senator Buck 
committee ¢ 
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Mr. Moore. Senator Ferguson was chairman of the subcommittee 
at that time. 

Mr. SrraNnpiunp. I never had any hearings before Senator Fer 
guson. 

Mr. Moore. My question was: Were you aware of the fact that that 
nvestigating subcommittee had taken an interest in the affairs of the 
‘orporation and was in touch with the RFC about the status of youn 
loan application ¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. No, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, in your discussion of this article. under the 
proposed purchase of this article with the Senator, did he say to vou, 
did he have any discussion about whether or not he had made at 
tempts to offer to sell this publication to any other publishing house 4 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Yes: he did. He said he had other prefabricated 
housing people and also some of the leading magazines. He mentioned 
Colliers and the Saturday Evening Post, et cetera. 

Mr. Moore. Did he Sily to you how much these other compa 

id offered, if any ¢ 

Mr. SrrRANDLUND. I don’t recall, but it must have ber 
inderstanding that the price was about the same. 

Mr. Moorr. Is it your testimony that you co not recall any S| 
figure being mentioned by Senator McCarthy ¢ 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. I don’t recall the details of the conversatio 
Counsel. 

Mr. Moore. This was a very important detail, wasn’t it. t 
OOO 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Yes: it was. 

Mr. Moorr. What I am asking you is this: Do you recall whet 

the course of that negotiation or discussion anything Wis Sila 


r Tt 


you about what these other publishing companies were willi 
for it? 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. I don't recall. 

Mr. Moore. Was it represented to you that these CcOlMmMpahles were 
willing to publish the article and that therefore vou Were competing 
with them ¢ 

Mir. STRANDLUND. Yes. 

Mr. Moonrt . That Wits represented to vou! It hO spec fic 
mentioned, how was it that the figure SLOQOO came upata 

Mr. StranpLtunpd. You asked the question whether that 310,000 [ 

Was talked about nh reference to othe COMmMpanles. Now Vou a 


KING about the SLOOO0 fieure as if relates to me. Vou see. | hat Was 


rt 


heu 
I]? 


a 
_ 
, 
i 


le heure that he set for me. But the amount that other people were 
O pay, | don’t recall. 

Mr. Moore. Did you Sit \ that was the fieure senator Vat Alt! 
for you ¢ 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. But you also said, did you not, that you understood t] 


i \ =t | 


ou were competing with other publishing companies for this a 
Mr. SrranpLuNb. That isright. Hesaid that. 

Mr. Moore. Therefore he said they were willing to pay dLUUUU ¢ 
id offered hind 810.000. 

Mr. Srranp_unp. T think he wanted us to hurry up our decis ti 


Lic le 


{ this thing Probably it Wasa l ttle bit of sulesm LuShip. Wed (1) 


ae? > i 0) 
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look into the details of who the other people were. We looked 
the aspects as to how it would be suitable for us. 

Mr. Moore. It was a little bit of salesmanship in the sense of “Hurry 
up and make this deal. If you don’t, the other companies are waiting 
for it. If you don’t, we will close with them.” 

Mr. StrRaANDLUND. That is just logical in my mind. 

Mr. oe Do you know, as a matter of fact, that publishing com 
panies in March of 1948, several of them who are referenced in th 
Sammmuntinn’ Record for June 19, 1950, had rejected the publicatio: 
of this article? 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Moorr. Have you since ascertained that to be the fact ? 

Mr. SrranpLunp. No: I haven’t. I haven’t really been that inter 
ested in the aspects of a $3714 million venture, that particular $10,000 
item. You didn’t make that the most important thing in the whok 
project. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Strandlund, [ direct your attention to page A4770 
of the Congressional Record of June 19, 1950, 

Senator Henprickson. Do we have a list of those publishing com 

anies who rejected the article ? 

Mr. Moore. a Hendrickson, we do. 

Senator McCarthy put them in the Congressional Record, the refer 
ence to which I ‘li rected the attention of the witness. 

+9 ator Henprickson. Then I won't take the time to ask the names 

ween Mr. Strandlund, on March 22, 1948, there was a lette: 
od Congressional Record inserted by Senator MeCarthy fror 
Simon & Schuster, Inc., New York, N. Y.: 

DEAR SENATOR McCarruy. Our editors have considered your proposal for 
handbook on housing, and I am sorry to report that we do not feel that it fa 
vithin the limits of ¢ our publishing activities. 

On the next page A4771 there are similar letters from the World 
Book Co... MeGraw-Hill Co., Duell, Sloan & Pearce, Inc., Wilcox & 
Follett Co., and the Greystone Press, all in a period which embraced 
March 11, March 10, March 11, March &, March 22, of 1948. 

Have you heretofore known about the rejections of this particular 
article? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No. 

Senator WeretKker. Since counsel has gone rather at length into the 
matter of the rejections of this pamphlet by other coneerns, Mr. W 
ness, is it a fact that vour corporation pal id $10.000 for this book ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weixer. This ieee ¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. es Sl 

Senator Wevxker. Is it a ‘fact that you testified that you receiv: 
from the sale of that ai let something like $46,000 ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Approximately. I don’t know the exact figure 

Senator Weixer. In other words, since we nt been talking abo 
the amount of money the taxpayers lost, you, in effect, returned t 
the taxpayers some $36,000 as a result of the pure cn ase of this book. 

Mr. Stranptunp. I believe your interpret: ition earlier about tax 
pavers, I think that is one of the things that killed Lustron. 

Senator Werxer. I don’t agree with that, either, but since cow 
has gone into that, I will use his language. 

Mr. SrranpLuNb. That is correct. 
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Senator Wetker. Since I wasn’t here yesterday and since I am 
not familiar with your enterprise, I will request you to tell me if it 
sn’t a fact, Mr. Witness, that Mr. John R. Steelman, the Assistant 
to the President of the United States asked and, in effect, demanded 
that RFC grant you the loan that has been testified here about, today. 

Mr. Srranptunp. In addition to— 

Senator Wetker. Will you answer the question ¢ 

Mr. Stranpiunp. He did write a letter tothe RFC. I was aware of 
hearing that. So I am familiar with that. But I did not know it 
at the time it was written. 

Senator Wevxker. I will ask you further if it isn’t a fact that 1 
that letter Mr. Steelman stated: “I believe that aa Board would be 
fully justified in approving a loan along the lines indicated above.” 

He set out the loans as indicated by this testimony in that, did he 
not é ' 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Yes, sir. 

Senator WreLKeR. Some testimony has been taken here with respect 
to your controversy with one Mr. Dunham. I think I am safe 
saying that. Is Mr. Dunham presently a member of the Board ot 
Directors of the REC? 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. He is not. 

Senator WeLker. Do you know when he retired as a member of 
that Board ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. At the reorganization of RFC 

Senator WeniKker. And that was after the Fulbright hearings? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is correct. 

Senator Wreiker. Thatisall. 

Senator Giuutetrrer. All right, counsel. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, under questioning by Senator Welker 
you stated you had realized $46,000 on the sale of this booklet. 

Mr. SrranptuNnp. I believe he said $4,600. 

Senator Werker. I said $46,000. 

Mr. Moore. That is what I thought you said. 

Mr. Stranptunp. It is $4,600, Senator. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Witness, isn’t it a fact that you had previously 
testified that vou recovered $46,000, before a Senate committee ? 

we STRANDLUND. I never testified that we recovered $46,000 before 

1v committee or in any hearing. 

“Mr. Moore. But isn’t it a fact that vou testified that you recovered 
$46.000 on the publication of this entire booklet. to which you referred, 

the Lustron home, which was sold for 25 cents to the American 
publhe ? 

Mr. Srranpuunp. I couldn't have testified so because I didn’t have 
the detailed fleures. 

Senator Wexkerr. Directing your attention, Mr. Witness, to page 
1 of the hearings before the subeommittee of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency in the United States Senate, Senator Cape 

it asked you, Mr. Witness, this question : 

You say you sold the book for $46,000? 


You answered: 


No: that booklet and another illustrated booklet of our house. so as not to cet 
much direct advertising in it—that one sold for 35 cents and the other 
2! cents and the recovery was 546,000 


on 
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In other words, you actually received $46,000, Are you able to te 
this subcommittee how much you received from the Me( ‘arthy book 
let and how much you rece ived from any other booklet / 

Mr. Srranptunp. No; but my associates have the figures. I don’t 
remember. 

Senator WeLkKer. You testified to $46,000. Where did you get tha 
figure ¢ 

Mr. StranDLUND. I think that isa misunderstanding from $4,600. 

Senator Weiker. It is in plain black and white in the official doc 
ment I have just read to you, $46,000. That is what led the Senato: 
from Idaho to ask you that question. 

Mr. STRANDLUND. That woul: | be tl food que stion. It is W rong, 

Senator WeLker. Then you wish to correct your testimony Piven a 
the time and place in these subcommittee hearings heretofore, that 
instead of the words “Forty-six thousand dollars” which is noted o1 
page YO1.1t Was “Forty six hundred” 4 

Mr. Srranpuunp. I think that came about probably because at that 
time we had some figures, I think, from the receiver which read 54.6( 
and I think in requestioning, or something, the $46,000 was said and 
| probably was under the understanding that it was $4,600 and proba 
bly testified to the correctness of the Senator's statement withor 
eally catching the $46,000, 

Senator Weiker. Just so that you get me off the hook, Mr. Wit 
ness, In other words, then, in conclusion of ni brief interrogatio! 
instead of a cost to you of SLO.QOO, this advertising that vou test ific 
about actually cost vou So.400 ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. There was a partial recovery. 

Senator Monroney. Wasn't your testimony also 

Senator WeL_ker. Would you please—— 

Senator Monroney. I thought you were through. I am sorry. 

Senator WeLker. You started to say that was partially. Will yo 
complete your answer to me’ When I asked you you were just oO 
S5.400, what did you Want to say ¢ 

Mr. SrranpLunp. I have to trust to my memory. I should have the 
exact fieures, but that would approximate that. There They have be 
additional] costs 1n the total costs of editi ne, et cetera. They have 
that, Senator, if you would relieve me of testifying from memory. 

Senator Wreiker. You have a subsequent witness who will tell 
all about that ¢ 

Mr. SrranpiuNp. Yes: he will. 

Senator Monronry. I would like to ask the counsel to read int 
the record at this pol the letter from the adve rtising company that 


apparently was associated with the publication of this, at this poi 
because I think it would be informative to the committee, and wi 
won't have to take the memory of Mr. Strandlund, who has had ma 
details on his mind, and it is rather hard probably to recall] some Of 


these things. 

Senator GiLtLetTre. Counsel will read it. 

Mr. Moore. This IS a communication from the Jay H. Maish 

* Marion. Ohio, dated December 13, 1951. wherein it is stated that 
approximately 11.050 books were distributed. 

This letter is addressed to me as chief counsel of the United State: 
Senate Committee on Rules and Administration, Washington, D. ¢ 
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DeAR Mr. Moore: We wish to submit the following data in connection with 
our request for information pertaining to the distribution of literature for the 
istron Corp 

The booklet entitled, “How To Own Your Own THlome” was sent to us early in 
rch 1949 for our handling distribution in response to inquiries and requests 


' 


rom dealers As of that date, we had on hand approximately 20,000 booklets 
ecording to our inventory records In May 1950 inventory records show ap 
oXimately 8,990 books still on hand. This would indicate that approximately 
1.050 books were distributed We do not have accurate data as to the numb. 
vhich were sold for 55 cents Basically, however, IT would say that 90 perce 


into this classification 
We are sending you six samples of this book along with six spe iinens of other 


erature which we distributed for Lustron. It is my understanding that 

f these books were distributed free to prospects while the ce nxe edifion wa 

ld for 20 cents in the majority of cnses We have no way of knowing the quan 

ties of these other items which were distributed since their distribution was 

irted prior to our taking over this operation in March of 1949. IT might add 
this literature was purchased for scrap paper at the qui t 

lly 

I hope this information will at least give vou a clue to the dispesit 


iis literature 
Cordially yours 
THe JAY H. MatsH Co., 
PERRY BACHELDER 
Vice President 


Mr. Bachelder, Mr. Inman. is here and, if the committee pleases, 
he ean be sworn to ae aaa houres, 
Senator Gitterrr. What company is this’ Is this the company 


that was the advertising concern that made the distribution’ Is that 
the company that makes the report / 

Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Senator GILLETTE. They were acting as the agent in the cl stribution 
of this pamphlet ¢ 

Mr. Moore. That is on Sil 

Senator Monroney. Mav I ask the witness a question in connection 

ith this? 

Senator GILtLeTrr. Senator Monroney 

senator MoNRONEY. Were your dealers who were @iven franchises 


given any quota ot these publi ations In connection with their opera 
ons for Lustron 7 
Mr. Srranptunp. Yes. We used some for then 
Senator Monroney. Did they pay for the booklet en they got it, 


m cents a copy! 

Mr. Srranptunp. I would have to ask Mr. Denton. who handled 
that. I do not know. 

Senator Monronry. It is your understanding that certain quantities 
ot these booklets were required to he ab orbed by the franchise dealers 

ho valued these franchises quite highly at that time ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I don’t believe we had any quotas or anything 
ke that. I wish you would question Mr. Denton on those details, 
senator. 

Senator WeLiker. When did your concern go into bankruptcy, Mr. 
W tness / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. They were foreclosed on Mareh 3, 1950. 

Senator WeLker. And you testified—and I hope this gh a little more 
curate than the rest of the testimony in this book—in June 1950 
that you were still selling copies of this book, directing your attention 

» page 2OD of the Senate subcommittee hearings of June 19, 1950 

Mr. Srranpitunp. That is true. 
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Senator We.ker. In response to a question propounded to you by 
Senator Fulbright: “Can you furnish a breakdown as to what yo 
recovered from the sale of this book?” you answered: “Well, we ar 
still selling them, Senator. I don’t know just what it is up to dat 
That is in the hands of the receivers.’ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. That is right. 

Senator Weixer. Then in June of 1950 you were still selling it / 

Mr. SrranpLtunp. That was my information. 

Senator Wreixer. Do you have any information, Mr. Witness, a 
to whether or not different State housing agencies throughout thi 
country are using and selling that book as of this date? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I don’t know whether they are selling them, bi 
the FHA bought a quantity of them. 

Senator Wreiker. The FHA what? 

Mr. | STRANDLUND. The FHA bought some of these books. 

Senator Weiker. Can you tell me how many they bought / 

Mer Srranp_unp. No, but I think the other witness, Senator, h 
that. 

Senator Wrerker. Who is this other w ~—— 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Mr. Denton. He ts he 

Senator WeLker. Mr. Denton? 

Mr. StraANDLUND. That is right. 

Senator WeLker. Very well. Thank you. 

Senator Gitterre. Mr. Strandlund, along this line of questioning 

to ask you just two questions. Your company paid $10,000 


rv MeCarthy tor the rights under the material that you us 
brochure / 


PRANDLI 


FILLE : also paid for the publication of the bor 
al expe . tion with the publication of 1 


RANDLUND. r. 
mn LETTE. Do you know what you paid out? 

Mr tANDLUND. Yes, sir 

Senator Gittetrr. Your books would have that ? 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gituerre. Isn't there anyone who knows what you got 
return for the sales? Don’t your books show it ? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. I think the witnesses following me hav 

h documents. 

Senator Gitterrre. What is the name of the witness? 

Mr. SrranpLunp. Mr. Denton. 

Senator Gitterre. He will have the information as to what you 
recouped, what the company recouped from this transaction ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is right. Up to what was available to hin 
You see, that was in the hands of the receiver from there on. The 
formation wasn’t available. They have some figures. 

Senator Gittetrr. There were some sales of the book after t} 
bankruptey proceedings? 

Mr. STRANDLUND, Yes. 

Senator Gituterre. There were some sales that will be reflected 
the report of the bankruptcy ¢ 

Mr. Srranpuunp. I think so. 
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Senator Gitterre. But you do have someone who will tell us what 
you recouped before the company went into bankruptcy ¢ 

Mr. SrTranbDLuUNp. That is right. 

Senator WeL_ker. Mr. Witness, counsel interrogated you with re- 
pect to a number of companies—Simon & Schuster and others. I 
lidn’t take down the names. ‘They had had this document suomitted 
to them and, as I understood it, they had rejected It. 

With respect to any of those companies that he related to you, do 

ui know whether or not they were engaged in the building of houses 

prefabricated houses or had a peculiar interest in housn gy sucn 
vour coneern had ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. No. They were just pamphlet producers and 
iakers of pieces of literature of this kind. 

Senator Weiker. Book publishers, I assume ¢ 

Mr. StRANDLUND. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. Mr. Chairman, in relation to your last « 

r from t 


il 


on, the invoice or copy of the invoice on the printing 
Simpson Co., 873 Williams Avenue, Columbus 12. Ohio, shows tl 
e cost of printing. engraving, alteration S. halftones, retouch 
king. of these 20,000 booklets comes to $2.762. I am inforn I 
our staff that the distribution cost from the J LV H. Maish Co.. 
of Marion, Ohio, was $2.500. The cost of the original manuscript 
rom Senator McCarthy was $10,000. From my simple arithmetic 


| get a fivure there of S15.265. enor y the cost of all the other 
lf of the booklet, its preparation, documentation, and mto! if 
tables and finane he onoring that porti OTF the a 
erhead you geta heure of SLD, Ob. Tor the ! 
tio na e disti tio Wi have Lar ! 
have on hand 8.950 copies according to the inventory records 
May of 1950. Those show that they had on hand 8.950 of the book 
which ind) Lit potent | WaXWU  ¢ l | tj ( 
es of the booklet. Assuming that all of those 11,05 were cl 
5o cents, which is the price. although the advertising company est 
tes that over 90 percent could have been sold, but giving them a 
ximum of LOO percent, the net gross from the sale was 33,867.50. 
Phat leaves a net deficit on this operation of S11487.50. So L car 


see where you can come up with a figure of either $4,600 or $5,400 
rany of these other ficures. 
Mr. SrranpLuND. Mr. Senator, I think you have witnesses who 
discuss those details that I am not familiar with. 
Senator Gitterrre. I think we can get more detailed information 
mm the witnesses who are to follow to clear this up. 
(Counsel. 
Mr. Moorr. You admit, do you not, Mr. Strandlund, that on the 
is of these facts, your prior statement that you realized a retum 
f 84.600 was incorrect 4 
Mr. SrranpLtunp. You see, these figures, I have to take what my 
sociates tell me. They are just hearsay. I do not lave the fig 
Mr. Moore. While you are oO} the stand, Mr. Witness, I want to 
establish this: That assuming the verity of the facts as stated by 
Senator Monroney and the verity of the facts as set forth in th 
ter of the Jay H. Maish Co., if those facts are correct, then your 


ic 


a NRE. NCR e aR AAAI A ARR AP AMIRI atte 
Pi RIOR OR ARTERIES 
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prior statement to Senator Welker about a plus of $4,600 is incon 
rect. 

Mr. Srranpiunb. That was an approximation from memory of 
thousands of things and that BY impression. 

Mr. Moore. Realizing that that is so— 

Mr. SrranpLunpb. It may be SGorciit. These people who handle 

have the figures and have the experience. They can tell you what 
the various companies did and give you all the details you want, 
which Lam not familiar with. 

Senator (ZILLI ITE. I think this can be developed with these othe: 
vitnesses, Counsel. 

Mr. Moorr. At this time I would like to offer as staff exhibit No 
20 an Invoice, a copy of an invoice, of the Warner P. Simpson Co.. 

olumbus, Ohio, who were the printers of exhibit No. 18, showing 
costs of printing 20,000 booklets with alterations, composition, e1 
gravings, and packing in the sum of $2,762 

Senator GIiLLeTre. Properly identified: if there is no objection 
will be included in the record. 

The document referred to was marked “Staff Exhibit No. 20” and 
s on file with the subeommittee. ) 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, directing your attention again to this 
booklet, the acknowledgment on the inside page following the table 
of contents recites. of course, the persons to whom you owe some 
thanks for the publication. You enumerate Senator McCarthy, r 
citing some biographical facts about the Senator, and you state the 
following: 

We were also fortunate in securing the help and advice of Raymond Foley 
Administrator of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, and of many of his 
top housing experts. Our sincere thanks are also due the officials of the 
Federal Housing Administration and of the Veterans’ Administration, various 
executives of private lending institutions, builders, contractors, officers and 
members of building-trade unions—all of whom have contributed of their intimat 
knowledge of housing and its many phases so that we could bring you this guice 
to a home of your own 

Do you have any information, any facts on the basis of which you 
could spec ify for the subeommittee who these persons were other t h: ul 
the ones specifically named ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. You see, I have no expe ‘rience at all with these 
details in the development of that booklet. Ag rain. I would say you 
should question the people who handled that particular phase. 

Senator Henprickson. Who signed that statement / 

Mr. Moore. It is merely the acknowledgment, unsigned. IT hope 
I didn't create the lmMpression that it was sioned by this witness. 

Senator Henprickson. I wondered. 

Mr. Moorr. I am glad you clarified the record in that respect. 

Senator Gitterre. While the counsel is delaved, I want to ask you 
this question. 

Mr. Strandlund, do you have anybody here or do we have anybod\ 
here as a prospective witness who is familiar with the negotiations 
under which this contr ict 6 ey was made / 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes, s 

Senator GruLerre. W hoa actually participated 1 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Yes, s 
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Senator Gituterre. The draft was signed by Senator McCarthy, of 
course. Lam referring tothe draft of the coutract. It was also signed 
DY Lorenzo Semple, the vice president. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. He is here. 

Senator Gitterre. Was Mr. Semple the party representing the 
ompany who actually conducted the negotiations / 

Mr. StranptuNp. That is right. 

Senator Giuutetre. And is familiar with the facts that you seem to 
be unfamiliar with ? 

Mr. Stranpiunpb. That is right. 

Senator HeNprickson. Did Mr. Semple have the privilege mad 
i ithority under the bylaws ot youl corporatiol to sl 

ls type ¢ 

Mir. SrRANDLUND. Yes, sir 

Senator Henprickson, Whether you were present or whether you 

ere absent / 

Mr. Srranpditunp. That is right. 

senator VIONRONEY. Since Lr. Steelman, Assistant to the Pres 
dent, has been mentioned in these proceedings, I would like to ask 
you: Did Dr. Steelman ever offer you any manuseript or any publ 
cation for your purchase ¢ 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. No. 

Senator Monron} ¥. Did he ever ask you o1 receive from you a 
dnd of gratuities whatsoever from your corporation ¢ 

Mr. SrranpLuNp. No, sir: none whatsoever. 

Senator MIONRONEY. His interest in the REC loan was a matter « 
expediting the housing program, and that solely was it 

Mr. SvranpituNp. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. JT thank vou, sir. 

Mr. Moore. | must Correct the record, Mr. Chairman, h one 
portant respect concerning the question put to the witness by Senator 


my contracts of 


Welker. There was a question as to whether any one of these pul 
lishing companies had in fact published a book or was in the busine 


if publishing books on housing I want to call attention to the fact 
mt one ot the letters which Is hnot an rejection of the manuscript 


oes make reference to the fact that, as the letter states: 


\sS you muy know, we recently published an excellent book in this field called 
A Home of Your Own, and it is very likely that vour new book would. be 
Hent follow-up. Therefore we would be happy to give your manuscript ou 


serious consideration if vou would be kind enough to send it on 
neerels 
FREDERICK DRIMMER 
Editor. the Greystone Press. New York. N. } 

Dated March 8, 1948 

Senator Wrecker. This COM pany Vou just related was interested in 

ousing and had published it book on housing ¢ 

Mr. Moore. The Greystone Press had published the book entitled 
“\ Home of Your Own.” 

Senator WeiKker. And they were sufficiently interested in Senator 
Me arthy's book so that they wanted an audition and wanted a chanet 
to bid on it ¢ 

Mr. Moore. They expressed an interest im it. 

Senator WELKER. They were interested in it and apparently thought 

had some value / 
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Mr. Moore. Yes. The letter says: 


We would be happy to give your manuscript our very serious cousideratio 


EY. Had the manuscript been submitted? Wa 


Senator Monr: 
it just an inquiry whether they would be interested in a public 
on housing ? 

Mr. Moore. lt is litt ult to tell, be ause Senator MeCarthy did 
insert in his record his own letters to the various companies. 

Senator Wreriker. Will you find out whether this company, wh 
t wrote that letter, had in hand the manuscript which was later p 
lished by the Lustron Co. ? 

Mr. Moore. I think we can find that out from Senator MecCart! 
office. ; 

Mr. Strandlund, do you know Robert Byers, Sr. ? 

Mr. SrranpLuND. No, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. Do you know who he is? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. I know of him. 

Mr. Moore. When you say you lo I 
ment that you have never met Mr. Byers? 

Mr. SrranpLuNb. | never met Robert Byers, Sr. 

Mr. Moore. Have you met Robert Byers, Jr. ? 

[r. SrRANDLUND. Yes: I have met him. 

Mr. Moore. Was Mr. vers, Sr.. engaged 1 
at one time é 

Mr. Srranpitunp. I think he was. 

Mr. Moore. Was he ever a competitor of yours? 

Mr. Srranptunp. I wouldn’t really call it that. 

Mr. Moorr. What would you call it? 

Mr. SrTranpLuNb. He was in tl! 
directly a competitor. 

Mr. Moorr. He was 
cated homes ¢ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Some type of prefabricated home. I am 
familiar with it. 

Mr. Moore. Was he not also located in Columbus. Ohio? 

Mr. StrrANDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. What was the name of his company ? 

Mr. Srranputunpb. I don’t know. 

Mr. Moorr. But it is your testimony that you had no contact v 
him whatsoever: is that right? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. That is right. The only reason that his 
stands in my memory was that he put in the papers of Coluful 


slap at Lustron, a ridiculous article that I noted and consequent 


1 
ri 


remember his name. 

Mr. Moore. You testified that Mr. Byers put in the papers in ( 
lumbus a slap at Lustron. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. To make it specific, it was at the time when RF‘ 
was giving us bad publicity in the fall of 1949. So he magnanimoi 
offered to take over the company and put in $50,000, 

Mr. Moore. He offered to take over your company ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes: and put in $50,000. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you ever know of the existence of Mr. Byers 
to this particular oceasion that you mentioned ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No, sir. 

Mr. Moore. You did not? 
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Mr. STraANDLUND. No. 
Mr. Moore. Did you know a Mr. Clark Wideman ? 
Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes. 
Mr. Moors. Will you please state who he is? 
Mr. Srranptunp. The first time I think I met | 
th the Columbia Citizen, a reporter connected wi 
s connected with this Byers Co. 
Mr. Moorr. He was connected 
Mr. Srranpitunp. At least he 
Robert Byers, Jr. 
Mir. Moorr. That was on the second oceasion 
r testimony 
fr. STRANDLUND. 
might have met more than 
ause thev were out quite often: but I do not ree: 
Mr. Moors. But you do recall having met hi 
tobert Byers, Jr.; is that your testimony / 
Mr. Srranpitunb. That is right. 
Mr. Moorr. What was that occasion ? 
Mr. Srranpiunp. It was a Saturada 
ounsel, Senator MeCarthy had make 
at my home and I had an unexpeect 
yise, Sen itor MeCarthy and t!] Mir. W 
Senator Henprickson. Does this 
this booklet ? 
Mr. Moorr. I must say, Set 
robbing for nf rmation alons 
s witness heretofore In e@XNEC 
with respect to Mr. Byers. 
Senator Gitterre. You meat 
Mr. Moors. This witness. 
enator Henprickson. Did 
booklet / 
Mr. Moore. I do not know 
Meg 


nad some connection Ww ith 


Senator Henprickson. IL t] 


lO} 
I 


Senator WreLKeEr. I would join the Senator from New Jersey in th 
Senator Gintetre. The chairman will interrupt the proceedings at 
pom\t. I want to confer with the subcommittee as to a meeting 
ifternoon. It is very nearly time for recess. I should like to 
four short questions, however, before this witness leaves the stand. 
The provision of the contract made with Mr. MeCarthy, Senator 
\] Carthy, provided that you receive the rights to copyrights In col 
tion with this book or extend the copy mohts. Was it either copy- 
ehted or extended? Was there application made for copyright ? 
\Ir. Srranpiunp. There again, Senator, I wish you would quest 


\Ir Semple. 


Senator GiLLerre. You are unable rat ? 


t 
} 


Mr. Stranptunp. That is right. 
Senator Gmuterre. The fourth paragraph provided that McCart] 
or oO years should supply revisions ane addenda to the book. Was 

il done? 


Mr. Srranptunp. That again you should question 
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Senator Giutterre. You are unable to answer that ¢ 

Mr. Stranptunp. That is right. 

Senator Gitterre. There was also provision in section 5 that Lustro 
had a right to edit, amend, amplify, or annotate the material. Wa 
that done / 

Mr. Srranpitunp. That was developed by Mr. Semple in his offic 

Senator Gitterre. You cannot answer that / 

Mr. Srranptunp. That is right. 

Senator Guerre. In the seventh paragraph there was a provisto 
that Lustron will render reports periodically to Senator McCarthy a 
to the number of copies sold up to that time or distributed. Was that 
done / 

Mr. Srranptunp. There again I am unable to answer. 

Senator Gitterre. If the witness will just excuse us while I conte: 
Ww ith my colleagwues here. 

( Recess. ) 

Senator GILLETTE. ‘| he subcommittee will rise and reassemble at 
9:50 tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon hearing in the above-entitled matter 
was recessed until 9:30 a. m., Wednesday, May 14, 1952.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 14, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTER ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS OF THI 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington. D. ¢ 


t 
yuui 


Phe subcommittee met, | uant to recess, at 9:45 a. m.. 1 the 
jucus room, Senate Office | line, Senator Guy M. Gillette (chatr- 
ian of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Presel tC: senators GU llette. Mo roneyv, Hem Hos, Welker, 

Hendrickson. 

\lso present: Senator Willian Benton: Grace E. Jobnsor , Chiel 
lerk: John P. Moore, counsel : Philip R. Monahan ili Israel Muar- 


volis, assistant counsel. 


» ] 
rile 


Senator GILLeTre. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee meets this morning pursuant to our recess taken 
vesterday afternoon, and at the time that we recessed, Mr. Strandlund 

is on the stand. Mr. Strandlund., will vou take the stand. There 
may be some more questions that we wish to ask you. Counsel, do you 

ive any more questions to ask / 


Mr. Moore. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I do. 


Senator GiLLErre. Before questioning, let the record show at the 
me the subcommittee Was called to order there were present Senator 
Hennings, Senator Hendrickson, and the chairman, 


constituting a 
juworum. All right; proceed. 


TESTIMONY OF CARL G. STRANDLUND—Resumed 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, you have heretofore testified about 
ie transaction whereby Lustron paid Senator McCarthy $10,000 for 
e booklet which has been identified as exhibit No. LS. I want to ask 
ou this question : Mr. Strandlund, did vou on any other occasion evel 
ersonally give or lend money to Senator McCarthy / 

\ir. SrranpDLUuNb. No, sir. 

Senator Gintetrre. What was 

Mr. SrranpLuNb. No, sir. 

\Ir. Moore. You have, have Vou hot, prey ously testified before an 
ther committee of the United States Senate / 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. \Loore. And vou have test tied specifically hn reg rd to al 
dent involving the cashing of a check for Senator MeCarthv: 

it not so 4 
Mr. StranpLUND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. And that check v 


1) cashed at a race 
rrect / 
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Mr. SrranpLUND. That was cashed: I cashed the check for the Sen 
ator, at the race track. 

Mir. Moore. In what amount was that check / 

Mr. SrranDLUNb. I don’t reeall. 

Mr. Moore. Do you have any records which would indicate that / 

Mr. StrANDLUND. No: I don’t. 

Mr. Moore. Did you deposit that check later / 

Mr. Srranpuunp. I did. 

Mr. Moore. Did you on any other occasion cash checks for Senator 
MeCarthy c 

Mr. SrraNpDLUND. I can’t recall. I met the Senator at the Preakness. 

nd my memory says that I did not, but it is a little hazy on that. | 
think that the Senator at that investigation, I think, produced a check 
in the amount, I think, of around $100 that I had eashed, and so J 
mean the event is so hazy and so long ago that I don’t recall just the 
details, but I must have cashed it. 

Senator Giterre. Let me interrupt, Counsel. Was the cashing of 
the check of which the counsel has inquired at or about the time of the 
pure hase of this book ? 

Mr. StranpLuNpb. No. The Preakness is generally run in May, and 

nk this must have been in May 1948 that I cashed the one at thi 
reakness. and the other one was at the first meeting of the Senato 
at the Laurel race track. 

Senator Gitterre. That was before you bought the 

Mir. SrrRANDLUND. That was before. 

Senator Ginterrr. You bought the book, it was the 12th of Novem 
ber °48, wasn’t it ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That’s right; and this was probably, I would 
cuess, sometime in October in ‘48. 

Senator Gutterre., The first check was cashed prior to the purchas 
of the book and the next check that you recall cashing was the follow 
ing spring, “49? 

Mr. SrranNDLUND. Senator, I don’t recall it, but Senator McCarthy 
was not with me at the track. He came over to our table at the club 
house where there were a lot of people present in the company of a 
voung lady that he had at the track, and he had stayed there just 
little bit and then he left. Now the first occasion I was at the track 
with some other people that knew the Senator. I didn’t know the 
Senator. 

Senator Gu.terre. Let me interrupt you. Mr. Strandlund, I am not 
interested in these details particularly. What I am trying to fix 
the relationship of this check cashing to the transaction under whic! 
the $10,000 was paid. As I understood you to say, the first time you 
eashed a check for Senator McCarthy was prior to the entering int 
the contract for the purchase of his manuscript. 

Mr. STRANDLUND. That | recall, ves, before. 

Senator Gittetre. That was about October prior to the Novembe) 
12 date that you entered into the contract / 

Mr. SrranpLunp. I would Say it was about either September o 
October in “48. 

Senator Gitterre. And the next one you remember is the following 
spring. 1949 ¢ 


Mor. STRANDLI ND. Se! ator. that 1¢ the one | don't remember. 7 


one the Senator produced I had cashed, to the Banking and ¢ 
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rency Committee, but I don’t remember cashing that. Probably my 
emory is vague. I mean, it was an accommodation. As I told the 
mmittee, | could see no Ww rong. I think the weight oft being aoeen 
tor. if he asked me to eash a check, I would think that check was 
od 


Senator Gitterre. Do vou recall cashing any other checks near o1 
out the time that the manuscript was purchased ¢ 

\ir. Stranpiunp. No, I don’t 

Senator Gitterre. All right. Counsel. 

Senator Henprickson. Did you testify as to the amount of 


| / 


\I ; 
cause you would have to get the whole continuity of events at that 


r. STRANDLUND. No. My memory wasn't as good as to the amount 
rticular occasion. because he had borrowed from a colleague of his 
t, and he was evidently short of funds, and must have had some 
ers. 

Senator Henninoes. Mr. Chairman, do I understand that these 
ecks cleared 4 
Mir. Stranpitunpb. That is right: that is correct. 

Senator GintLterrr. All neht. proceed, Counsel. 

Mr. Moore, I take it from your last answer to the question put to 
by Senator Hennings, Mr. Strandlund, that you deny that the 
ecks were torn up by you / 

Mr. SrTRANDLUND. Counsel, | Wish you would ask about the whole 

rocedure at that track and then there won't be anything misleading. 
int the facets on the board. and IT am quite clear about it 


—. 


Le 
Mr. Moore. Well, | tinh Sure the commitiee-—yJust a moment, My 
SS. 1 don’t want any implieation that we are not trying to get 
the facts here, that we are being unfair to vou. 
Mr. Srranpiunb. You said was there any tearing up. You infer- 
ed that I did not eash the eheck. 
\Ir. Moore. Just a moment. 
Senator Hrenprickson. Mr. Chairman, I understood he said the 
ecks cleared, in answer to a question of the Senator from Missouri. 
Mir. Moore. That is right, Senator. 
Mr. SrranpLunp. Yes. sir. 
senator Hy NDRICKSON. ‘That means the che ks were cashed, ( oesn't 
\ir. Moore. That’s right. 
Senator HENNINGs. What is the significance. then, Mr. Moore, if the 
cks cleared 7 It would seem to me to bea perfe tly ordinary trans- 
\Ir. Moorr. That’s meht, Senator, but there was before the Ful- 
elit committee the testimony of another witness that the checks 
actually been torn up. Not only that, but that his witness said 
it he always did that for Senator McCarthy. 
Mi. STRANDLUND. This witness wasn’t present at the time, and I 
k the Senator from Ohio brought that out very clearly, who had 
ked to some of his colleagues who were present, so that that witness 
rather incompetent and is now up for perjury before the 


com 
tee, so I think that our version of that would be just a little more 


little more veracity to it. I will give you the details if you will 
ie just what took place. 
oorE. All right, sir. 
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Mr. SrranpLtunp. I think otherwise I don’t think it is a fair question 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, you have said that the testimony of .M: 
Young was incorrect, is that right, was false ¢ 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. That’s right. He was not present. 

Mr. Moore. No; and you are under oath at this time and you ar 
stating those are the facts in this transaction, so far as they are cor 
cerned, they are as just stated by you, that you did not tear up a 
checks: is that meht ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Counsel, lam under oath, and I asked you to ask 
the procedure or ask the questions of the whole incident because M, 
MeCarthy, first T cashed a check for him. 

Mr. Moore. Just a moment, Mr. Witness. | W ish you would perm 1 
me to conduct this examination. Before YoiIng to the other element 


a 
I 


of this transaction, | want an answer on the record to the quest ic 
I just put to you. 

Mr. StraANDLUND. [think Lean frame the answer now. A cheek was 
torn when one for a larger amount was substituted, and then thi 
ditference between the check torn and the amount of Money of the 
second check which was cashed was paid. 

Mir. Moore. Let me ask you this: What was the amount of the fin 


( heck ¢ 


Mir. StrRANDLUND. I don’t recall the amounts. 

Mr. Moore. Do vou recall the amount ot the second check ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. | don’t recall that. 

Mr. Moorr. Well, your memory is very clear that that was the 
‘aSOn W hy you tore up the one check: is that right ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is correct. 

Senator Henprickson. Was it a large sum or a small sum ? 


Mr. Srranptunp. It was, well, a large sum if—I would guess the 


first check I think was—— 

Senator Henprickson. You would certainly remember whether it 
was SLOO or $1,000. 

Mr. Srranptunp. It wasn’t $1,000, They were all within the $10: 
category. It was just an accommodation, and I didn’t even know thy 
Senator. I probably wouldn't have cashed his check, but his col 
leagues were also a little short of funds. so I volunteered to cash thi 
check. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund, the occasion when this check Was tol 
up, as you have now testified, Was al the Laurel track, or at the Preak 
ness, which one 4 


Mr. Srranptunp. At the Laurel. 


Mr. Moor (nd that was as you previously testified under ques- 


tioning by the chairman some time in October of 1948 ? 
Mr. SrranpLtunpb. Don't pin me down to the date. I am trying t 


be exact to say it was at the fall meeting at Laurel, and | muess it. is 


just a @uess—that it was, must have been in October. J don’t know 
the exact date, the time and all that. 


Mr. Moore. We don't want you to give the exact date and the hour 
of the dav. We do want you to fix as best vou can the approximate 


date of this transaction. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That's right: I did that. 

Mr. Moore. And you think that approximately in the month 
October of 1948: is that right ? 


+ 
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O Mr. Srranpuunp, | think approximately, and ] may be wrong. It 
VI might have been in Se ptember, but it was in the fall meeting at Laurel. 
Mr. Moore. In all] events, it was in the fall of 19487 
Mr. Srranpra ND. That’s right. 


Ul Mr. Moore. And it was in the fall of 1948 that this booklet was 
)) urchased by your company ; isn’t that so? 
Mr. Srranput ND. That was the occasion of my be} Ing introduced 


» the Se ‘nator at that oee asion. ] hi: ad ne ver known him before, 
Mr. Moore. You had never met the Senator prior to this occasion 
| t the Laurel track ? 
Mr. SrRANDLUNp, That's right. 
Mr. Moo RE, Had Vou not testified before any of the committees 
of which he was a member ¢ 
Mr. Srranprt ND. Not that ] know of, 
Mr. Moore. At the time of ishing this check, however. po cid 
OW What his connect je n he By a COM Ittees was, did vou not / 
Mr. Srranprt ND. No; I didn’t. ] really hadn't followed his e areer, 
Mr. Mi ORE, You mean at that time he Was a con nplete stranger to 
Mr. Strandlund # 
Mr. SrranpLunp. That is correct. 
Mr. Moore. At that time, Mr. Strandlund, vou were president of 
Lustron engaged In the manuf: acture of prefabricated homes, were 
ll not? 
Mr. Svranpri ND. I was, 
Mr. Moore. Wasn't it your duty as president of that company to 
llow the various hearings of the , United States ( ongress In that field ¢ 
Mr. Srranput ND. No. My duties were to build a plant of a million 
da quarter square feet as Tast as | could do it. 
Mr. Moors. But you were doing that y ith the help of the United 
States Governme nt, were vou not? 
Mr. STRANDLUNp,. Yes, 
Mr. Moore. And w: isn’t it part of your function as president of this 
ipany to know what the United States Government was doing, 
rhicular ly what the { hited States Senate was dol 


in connection 
hn this housing held? 
Mr. Srranpit ND. Well. J probal Ivy should hay e known more of th; at, 
m relations were stric tly Ih the hannel] of this proje | and I } 
had any other Interest. 
*. Moore. And at that time, \ Wi Itness, the Nen ite was a com- 
ete stranger to vou, 1s that your teatimony ¢ 
Mr. Srranprt ND. That’s right. 
Mr . Mo ORE. Now, on this occ asion at the Laurel] track... 
lator HENDRICKSON. Wait a minute. What do you mean by that, 
: aenialet stranger to you ? Do you know what. is meant by the 
tion / 
Mr. StRANDLA ND. Thad never been introduced to the Senator. That 
iS my inte rpreti ition of that. 


Senator Her NDRICKSON, | thought counsel said the Senate, not the 
S00) itor. 


Mr. Moore. I did, but J think that the record will indie: ate, Senator 
re} idrie kson. th: at the witness has said—.. 


“3092—52—pt. 11] 
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Senator Henprickson. As a witness I would not know what yo 
were driving at if you asked me if the Senate of the United States wa 
a complete stranger to me. 

Mr. Moors. I meant the Senator. I think the record is clear. Th 
witness has testified he did not know Senator McCarthy’s Senate coi 
nections at that time. I think the record is clear on that, so it was i) 
that connection that I asked him if it wasn’t a fact that he was a con 
plete stranger. ‘The witness said he was. 

Senator Henprickson. You were talking about the Senator, not tli 
Senate ¢ 

Mr. Moorr. That’s right, sin 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Mr. Counsel, whether he was a member of t] 
Banking and Currency Committee or not, you must remember this. 
that I already had been granted the loan, the project, and everythi: 
else, and in that procedure with that committee I had never met Sens 
tor McCarth Ly. 

Mr. Moore. You had met, had you not, many other members of tl 
congressional committees ¢ 

Mr. Srranpuunp. That’s right. 

Mr. Moorr. As vou testified the other d: ay! 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That’s right. 

Mr. Moorr. You had not met Senator McCarthy, however, is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mcorr. And you met him for the first time at the Laurel tra 
on the oceasion that you just mentioned ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That’s right. 

Mr. Moore. And at that time he was not a member of your party, 
however; is that right ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. He was not—no, he was not a member of « 
party. 

Mr. Moore. Was he introduced to you by Mr. Sundstrom ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No: he wasn’t. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Sundstrom was a member of your party at th 
time, was he not? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes; he was. 

Mr. Moore. Do you recall who made the introduction ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes. 

Mr. Moorr. Who were they ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. Mr. Frank MeCarthy. 

Mr. Moorr. Who is Mr. Frank McCarthy ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Of the Pennsylvania Railroad. 

Mr. Moore. And he was one of your guests on that occasion ? 

Mr. SrranpLtunpb. He wasn’t my guest but we were there togetl 
the party. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, on the occasion of the Preakness in May of 
1949, did you also at that time cash any checks for Senator McCarthy 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I just testified, Mr. Counsel, that I didn’t 
member that I did, but Senator McCarthy produced a check of that 
date of $100, and so I must have cashed it without remembering 

Mr. Moorr. When you say Senator McCarthy produced a check 
of that time, what do you mean? To what incident are you referring 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. It was a check on the date of the Preakness. 

Mr. Moore. When did Senator McCarthy produce that check ? 
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Mr. Srranpiunp. It was a check on the date of the Preakness. 

Mr. Moorr. When did Senator McCarthy produce that check / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. At this hearing on the same subject with the 
Banking and Currency Committee. Well, it was later. After the 
executive session they asked me and I recalled cashing the one at 

Laurel and I did not recall cashing the one at the Preakness, and I 
think I testified, so one of the Senators said, “Well, you deposited 
ou would have the check.” I said, “Well, the procedure would be 

iat the Senator would have his own check cancele ML so I don’t have it, 

id I would ask him for it.” 

And they did, and evidently he produced the check to the committee 

ul it was dated the day of the Preakness, so it must have been that. 

Now, events of that nature under social conditions, those things 

't fix in my maine so that I know every detail, so evidently I must 
ve, but I can’t 1 ecall it vet today that I did it at the Preakness. 

Mr. Moorr. But your testimony now is based upon your recollection 

the fact that you related that during the course of the Fulbright 

rings a check was preduced by Senator McCarthy ; is that correct ‘ 

Mr. StrANDLUND. So I was informed. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you see the check? 

Mr. Stranpitunp. No: I didn’t see it. The committee did. 

Mr. Moore. Do you yourself own any racing stables, Mr. Strand 


STRANDLUND. Not at the present. I am breeding some race 

ses, but at that time I did. 

Mr. Moore. At that time you owned stables ? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moors. In Columbus, Ohio ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. No, no. I had a racing stable called Sandy 

Strand stable, raced since 1941. I raced at all the big tracks. 
\ir. Moore. I didn't vet that name. I wonder if the reporter did. 
Would you mind repeating vour answer to that question ? 

Mr. StranpLuNpD. I owned the Sandy Strand stable. 

Mr. Moore. Do you know Mr. Russell M. Arundel ? 

Mr. StRANDLUND. No: I do not know him at all. 

Mr. Moorr. Do you know or have you had any business dealings 
h Mr. F. J. Sensenbrenner ¢ 

\ir. SrraANDLUND. I don’t know him at all. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions of the 
ness at this time, but I do request that he not be excused finally 
\use it may be necessary for him to be recalled. 
nator Guuterre. All right. Counsel. I have two or three ques- 
s | want to ask. 

First, Senator Hennings, do you wish to ask some questions / 

Senator Henninos. I have no questions at this time, thank you, Mr. 
urman. 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Hendrickson ? 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Strandlund, the junior Senator from 

Jersey is laboring under the impression—I would like you to 

ir it if you can—that at the time your company, your corpor ation, 
ered into this contract with Senator McC ‘arthy, vour financial 
icture was in very bad shape. 

\ir. SrRANDLUND. That is wrong. 

Senator Henprickson. Is that wrong? 
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Mr. SrranpuunpD. That is wrong. 

Senator Henprickson. Will you clear the record on that score 
because that is my impression from the testimony thus far. 

Mr. Stranpiunp. That I think is what is trying to be let out. 

Senator Henprickson. I have just been reading yesterday’s testi- 
mony, and that is the impression that I get from it. 

Mr. SrranNDLUND. Well, you see, in 1948 was actually the year that 
this project was started. We had this plant at Columbus, the C urti 
Wright plant, and we had to design about $15% million worth 
equipment. No houses were being made, and it was a case of putting 
a plant together, and at the time we had nothing but praise, nothi: 
but the highest praise, from such firms as Stone & Webster, fro: 
everyone, that we were doing one of the most remarkable, speedy job 
of building a plant to buil | these houses of over 100 a d: ay that probab|, 
this country had seen in a long time. 

That was the report and investigation of our progress, and - intr 
ducing a new product we had developed a few prototypes, to lay 
foundation for sales, and no company Was ever ex] pected to aan 
profit during the time you are putting the pl int toe ether. That \ 
expense before we ever started this, and I think you have a Sena 
on your committee that was on there—in projecting our experience 
putting such a plant together I think almost—I said it would cost abi 
S10 million to form the organization, to install the equipment, 
introduce the product which you couldn't capitalize, and it would 
a loss. 

I think up to the point we had the plant together. we beat that es 
mate which had been base ( on not only my own experience but th 
of the highest type of counsel that RFC hired to advise them in tl 
matter. Our speed of puttin g it together was remarkable. There 
newspaper item that one of my associates has right now, the peop! 
that took the p lant over to convert to airplay es have expended 0 
$50 million in 12 months with the same facilities. and they hav 
built but a P rototype plane so far, as far as airframes are concert 

You | » to understand the m: meee, the problem, and how it 
progressin g a o my predictions, commitments and so fort 
and in 1948 it was going way ahead of sehadiube: You heard fiew 
about losses a = they were called $700,000 a week, as I recall, i 
Those losses were this e ne nse plus the interest to RFC, plus al 
things that we were faced with to put this together, and I don’t th 
there was a soul that was familiar with the thing in 1948 that we 
have any eriticism of the progress we were making, unless you too 
eriticism of one small part of our advertising program which 
committee how feels iS so important. Outside ot that, in a project 
this m: ignitude our progress in 1948 was remarkable. We predict 
we wouldn't have the plant ready — premae ly the end of 1949. 

We had the plant ready in June of 1949 and ready to produce, 
tested out and produced 1 week and ni 1 700 houses produced that 
week that laid in the yard, and our sales program hadn't caught 
that fast to meet that particular thing. 

Now, then, how can that company be in a precarious financial s 
tion when the money had been authorized for us to go ahead and 
were oper iting ahead of schedule. How precarious? It is only: 

‘arlous Insofar as the will of our bankers, which was the RFC 
aie the taxpayers’ money. 
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By taking this and that and saying we owed money and we were 
losing money, We weren't losing money. How could you lose money 
business transactions when you are spending money % That is what 
we were doing in building this plant. None of these committees has 
r heard any ¢ critic ism of the vood e noimMeel ing and the development 
of that plant, and I want to bring that out. 

Now | have had to take an awful lot of this business in the public 
e, hewspapers. You get to be clin ided in politics and I am strictly 
engineer and I am going to tell you something. It was quite a 

fe that 1 would never lead again for a hundred and fifty million. 
And here comes something else. Let some of my people—s10,000, if 


as a total mistake of $10,000 versus $5714 million, you had better 
2 i : | ] } 

rt looking at all your defense plants and everythn oY elise, because 

ere are larger items ( in $10,000 mistakes, if it was a total mistake. 


lator Hy NDRICKSON, I didn't a k that que Lion. I merely wal ted 
find out what the status of Lustron Corp. was at the time the con- 
ict Was negotiated. 
Mr. Stranpiunpb. Strictly flourishing. 
Senator GILLETTE. Senator Henai Ings / 
Senator Hlenninoas. [ just wanted to comment by way of asking 


ou a question, Mr. Strandlund, or perhaps g ting vour comment. 

You suggested the $10,000 item was of relatively little consequence 

because of the vast amounts that you were spen hy 
Mr. StrANDLUND. Yes 


eenator HleNNINGS, You also said, | b li 2, that t Wa a mis 
Mr. Srranpitunp. No: I said I believed the comm ttee felt it isa 
stake. 
enator Hi NNINGS. Hov do vou know the committe » feels it ck 
stake ¢ 


Mr. STRANDLI ND, Krom q iestioning and for being O} the stand. 


Senator HENNINGS. You mean the fact that vou are here testifving 


iicates to you that the committee thinks that this item was a mis 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Well, I think things have brought out 1 
as to the value of it. 

Senator Hennines. You apparently are not aware, sir, that the 


bk 


he inten- 


rpose of this committee is to undertake to determine the facts and 
reafter form a conclusion as to whether there was a mistake or 
er there Was something else insofar as the SLO.QOO item relates. 
Mr. Srranptunp. I will withdraw that remark, Senator. I am 
Senator Hennines. Now, Mr. Strandlund, vou don’t think the ques- 
of integrity was involved at all i in this $10,000 payment ¢ 
\ir. StrRANDLUND. No, I don’t. 
Senator Hpnnincs. You considered it a good business expenditure 
a sound basis 4 
Mr. SrranpLunp. That’s right. 
nator Hennings. In terms of your operation, and you still so 
sider it ¢ 
Mr. StrRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 
senator Hennings. Mr. Strandlund, on these various loans ex- 
ding over the period from June 30, 1947, to August 29. 1949. you 


\ 
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undertook your negotiations with the REC office for addition 
amounts in Columbus, Ohio, did you ¢ 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Yes. 

Senator Hennings. Did you ever make any trips to Washingto1 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. 

Senator Hennines. How many trips did you make to Washingt: 
in connection with these various trips of additional amounts aft 
the first one, or including the first one ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I can’t remember the number of trips, but at t] 

» of the game it was mostly to RFC. 
, 


Senator Hennineas. And you individually did that, did you? 


Mr. STRANDLU ND. Well, ni self, yes, and me ot mV associates, 
Senator Hennines. Did vou have any other representation 4 
Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. 


Hi NNINGS. Who eise represe et , i ih connection W 
ND. Bell. Bovd., ! arshall & lovd, a firm of attorne 


Hexnines. Any other individuals or firms or association 
C ; C608 04h a he ee Aa a 
STRANDLUND. Well, I think at that time there wasn't really 
ons in the nati e of trying to develop additional loans: at t| 
ilar stage of the game, I think that I handled most of the neg: 
hundred percent, 
or less a working out with RFC of a program all t 


lding of the pl int and 


rettin 


if 


the prod 


hat wash t a case ot « OMI o1 and mak 


Hienninas. Lasked you whether any other persons or fir 


associations or etherw) e representfe | your compa \ 


any of these loal s either fora fee or as a favor to vy 


ther condition or circumstance. 
ND. No. The ( niv thine. we hac Bell, Boy | & M 
land had them all the wav through, and natim 
ne To develop the paper work and develop the th 
ary tothe loans. Outside of that, I had none. 
nines. Did the RFC authorities or any officer of 
hv after the $2 million authorized on August 29, 1! 
willing to let you have any more money ¢ 


\NDLUND. Well, it is more than that to it, Senator, but t 


ENNINGS. Well, thut 1s the ultimate fact, isn’t it? 
Yes, that isa fact. 


-eould ge | a “ut deal of di 


LUND 

nninas. In the : est of saving time, the thing 

ed bout, ant hink perhaps other members of 
were concerned with, was why they had advanced thi 
yint of money, some $17,500,000, wasn’t it, and you w 

. getting into production and setting up your organizat 
fter the loan of August 29, 1949, you were unable to n 
if 


ther loans. 


wwpotuNbD. That’s right. 











INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. oc ARTHY 163 


senator Hh NNINGS, What was their I 
nad ? 
Mr. SvTRANDLUNp. Well. I would have to cite 


Valter Dunham and Mr. Ed Willett. It wasa 


d it was the beginning of a 


‘eason for that, Mr. Strand 


the meetings w ith Mr. 

series of meetings there 
whole conspiracy, as ] testified Co. It 
Just a process of stopping the thing. which would have killed it. 
certain things were repress nted to me that ] would hay 


I Ve to clo. 
eh J couldn't under any circumstances agree to, and it continued 


from that point of not getting the mone, to the final fore. losure. 
a senator, that Sa maze of test mony, 


Senator Hennings. |] know it isa very long story and I did not m an 


ead you through al] of that, but it seemed to me 
t{ NZ $17,500,000 in) 
it vou off, 

Mir. Srranpy UND. That’s right. 


] 


singular that after 
an enterprise such as this, that the RE ¢ then 


That is the thine that is bad about 
whole picture, After everyone put their h 


eart and work and 
eryvthing into the point, not to give jt 


a chance to determine w hether 
as 200d or bad 


senator Monron]  - | would like [0 270 back toa statement you made 


hile ago that inferred that the COM Miittee was trying to spotlight a 
Y,000 mistake out of the $25 million deal, ] don’t think that js the 
rpose of this committee, that vou mavbe bought S10.000 
| steel or bad equipment, 

lt is a matter of the ethies of a firm that js borrow Inge S35 million 
m the Federal] Governmen s Makino ad payment 


worth of 


ticle to a | hited States Senator Who 1s 
ng the No. 1 man In housing. 


for a magazine 
recognized at that Point as 
according to your testimony. His 
e was worth that much you sav to be on your booklet. 

Mi. STRANDLUND. That’s right. 
Senator Monrony Y. The No. ] man in ] 


LOUSING nN control ot legisla 


l 
sand a loan whieh was con- 
LLY being reviewed by the { nited States mens 


e, and we are not 
‘gating the wisdom of the Soo million expenditures in singling 


t>10,000 item. We are trying to examine this matter in the cate- 
in Which I believe It belongs. Whether it 


i 


whic] : ital] ‘ONneea i] 2 
Whieh you were Vital ¥ concerned 1) 


1 


l@ Nature of 12 
a | 


} 
IS ih I 


[ 
: . ‘ 
ad hams or Polaroid Cameras or in the hature of 


legitimate fee 
L0,000 paid for a 


ianuseript that was worth $10,000, 
Vi are still puzzled about the Viluation of that ind the consicdera- 
that was oiven by vour board of directors to making that particu- 
nd specific expenditure. So far ] haven't heard te timony from 
to the tudyv that went Into the evaluation of that purchase. 
lr. STRAND ND. I would like to en! 


ivhten the senator a little bit. 
Wi sour thinking at the time we did It. ane as a precaution on my 
from that point we did Say the value of that thin £ with his 
Onl’ Was a good piece of literature inthee Uimation of my people, 
| made it a point never to conte) or to discuss or to contact or to 
ern mivself with Senator Mat arthy from that point « 


, reason 


mM, tor the 


rchase OT the manu 


yenator Monronry. You mean after the pu 


Vr. STRANDLUND. That’s right. for the very reason that it mieht 


€ this unplication, It scared me some, 
enator Monronry. If what / 


Mir. STraNnpit ND. Because—] 


~ 


don’t know how to explain it. 





164 INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


Senator Monronry. It scared you some, I believe you said. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. It made me cautious én my relationship with tl 
senator. 

Senator Monroney. In the first place, you testified vesterday th 
you did not originate the idea of having, him write this piece, th 
the piece was brought to you: did vou not‘ 

ir. StRANpLUND. That’s right. 
Senator Monroney. It was no idea germ 
orp. that th housine booklet was Just exac ly What you need 


1 


the ho 


{ r . . 1] 1 " ° ; 
ll I" a it } consin appeared or eared ahd sugeves 


; 1 ' . : e 1 ere 
You Lrine 1} I 4 l Ou} nwnad mtsoever or such a bookle 
eon 


‘hh had ula uc been prepared f 
right. My sales promotion n 
re and advertising, he reminded 
ore that IT had told them of a ne 
the legislation on housing’ Is 


he th ‘ hat uits the particu 


dealer, or anyone by 
| to him the need toy 
facts that would be rea 
tomel oO I had, although I had 
reminded me of it it the time we did feel that 
but. after we had printed the book 
I tried to do the Lustron,. the whole pre 
ish-bow] type of operation | 
I have never had als dl SCUSSLON 
hing of that nature. 
ided the Senator in the other commiutt 
favorable t Justron, Senator 
and Oppose 
lationships existing bey: 
ble | : i ship. That is the trut 
Monroney. I didn’ derst: about Senator MeCart 


} 


o the leaislat 


siation 


Mr. SrrANDLUND. There was some legislation in the Housing A 
it Senator Maybank, as ch nan of the Senate Banking and © 
] 1] ] +4 { 


Ce. 2 ii catied attention tot 


une Trom Senator 


ut the bill pr V) 

le bit better. 
hat by some parlance and 
idn't get to a vote on the flo 
‘of the Banking and ¢ 


- 


‘ 


Vyas o 1or f Nose 
is GOING tO Op] Ost 


ate approxim itely was that? 
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Senator Monroney. In 1949? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. You don’t remember what the legislation was, 
"any part about it 2 

Mr. StTRANDLUND. It had something to do about financing because 
f the deficiency of FHA’s set-up to the procedure. It didn’t fit a 
pattern of a house going up in 250 man-hours, so that the financing 
lagged. In other words, their procedure—— 


Senator Monroney. Interim financing, is that what the problem 
/ 


1S 
t 


Mr. Srranptunp. That’s right. 

Senator Monronry. And they were going to amend the Housing 

t in 19492 , 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. They were going to amend that. 

senator MoNRONEY. To enlarge the scope of FHA’s financing rights 

as to cover that ? 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Cover that. 

Senator Monroney. Did Senator McCarthy finally oppose that act ? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. There was some sort of a—— 

senator MonroNeEY. I believe it was opposed by the Republican ma- 
ority in the Banking and Currency Committee of the House, if my 
emory serves me correctly. 

Mr. SrranpdLUND. Probably. 

Senator Monronry. And Senator McCarthy opposed that on the 
floor of the Senate ? 

Mr. SrranptuNnp. He had asked for time. They told me 

Senator MonroNEY.,. Did he oppose it ? How did you learn he 
isked for time, because Senators don’t usually ask for time. ‘They 
take time in their own right. 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. That’s right, but this amendment some way or 
nother became sidetracked and never came up for a vote as an amend 

nt to the Housing Act, as I recall. 

Senator Monroney. But you don’t recall that Senator McCarthy 
pposed or proposed this matter of limiting the funds such as you 
say he had asked for time to do so? How did you learn that he had 
asked for time to oppose it? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. Just from conversation with a member of the 

umittee At the time I was interested because I had presented 

e problem, a problem of financing, that handicapped us some in 

it respect. 

Senator Monroney. But you don’t recall that the Senator did finally 
pose that? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No: I don’t. I never followed that close, Senator. 

Senator Monronry. But as a matter of fact the position against 

efabricated housing Was strongly opposed in the House of Repre- 
ntatives, was it not? 

Mr. SrranpLuNp. I believe so. 

Senator Monroney. By Congressman Wolcott and the majority 
embers of the Banking and Currency Committee, but it got to the 

nate, and nothing happened; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. That’s correct. 

Senator Monroney. So you did get your right to have this interim 

ancing ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No, that never came about. 
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Monroney. I see. 
‘Gitterre. Are you through, Senator Monroney ? 
Monre NEY. Yes, slr. 
GILLeTre. Senator Welker? 
*Wewker. I have no questions. 
*Gitterre. Senator Hendrickson ? 
Henprickson. I have just one question here. You ente1 
contract with Senator McCarthy on November 8, did. y: 
November 8 or thereabouts 7 
RANDLUND. I don’t recall, Senator. All those details « 
{ 4 | lx 


kead the committee Lo ask niy associat 


are better witnesses on those particul 


was in November, wasn’t it? 
it was November. 


RE close down on ¥i 


fall of 1949. 
ie contract was entered into then in 1!) 
ince Corporation closed down on yo 


iit 
Vhank you. 
mdlur a. I wanted to ask three or f< 
|. this testimony of yours has be 
il Senator, not speaking for t 


I am treme idously interested 
t that was entered into | 
and the basis for t 
hased. 
he day before, that in Vi 
ibout 50 percent of value 
it the value of Senator M 
lf was concerned. 
lf 1s concerned. N 
reference to \ 


] ic as indie nee inl J 
1 ili CASHING CheCckKs 


here 4s nothing erim 
{ you cashed at the 1 
Motiation of this S10. 


had never met Sen 


U. 
n very close terms with my pe 
! "y aa 
ne of his colleag 
ress, and he ¢ 


} 
asked me cou 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 167 


ash a check, and I said, ves, I had enough funds to do it, so T cashed 
; check, and he was a Senator, and so forth. I wouldn't be at all 
orried about whether the check was good. 

Senator Ginuerre. | assure you that is a mistake, but, Mr. Strand- 
md, I am not interested. either, in what he wanted the money for. 
ium interested im why—there Ss one point and one only MM mV mh na, 
ou are cashing a substantial check for a stranger. Were vou cash 
¢ it on authority, not authority but your confidence in the man who 
iranteed this check maker to you 4 

\ir. StrRANDLUND. That’ 
Senator GiLLerrE, © 
Mr. STRANDLUND. N« 


i 


yator GILLETT! 


nats gl 
I 
, 


Mir. STRANDLUND. 
if m\ trie ds 
Senator GILLETTE. 
Mr. STRANDLUND 
» than the rest 
Senator GILLI 
dation of vour f1 
Mr. Srranptunp. That’s right. 
Senator Gitterre. And that was the only 
Mr. Srranputunp. That’s right. 
nator Henpri 
thought ¢ 
nator GILLI 


ator Henpr 


pt rpose ¢ 


\ h t} 


STRANDLI 


and 
carrying some of this substantial in 


‘fore you ought this n anuscript of 


it teps did you take to ¢: ry that out? 
ik Mr. Denton— 


? 
\wh 
ae | 


Dentor . who W il] be one ot youl witnesses. 
nemory more refreshed than I, and it was his responsibility, 
CH nhiehter Vou 
Gitterre. You don’t reeall whether or not vou had 
ted your legal department or any of your agents 
reparation of this material ¢ 
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Mr. Srranpitunp. I wouldn’t come into the sale promotion depart 
or whl hy this ve] tlen an is the head 


nator GILLETTE. You have no independent recollection on that 
lexcept that you suggested the need ¢ 


} 
i 
‘ 


ir. STRANDLUND. Yes. 

Senator Gitterre. Now I will ask you this again. This has be 
yvered, but it seems to me very pertinent. In the contract that wa 
there was an agreement to pay 10 cents per — royalt 


s book, and with the guaranty of a hundred thousand 


Do you have any independent recollection as t 
ire \ eached ¢ 
rRANDLI . [think that Mr. Semple, who handled the neg: 
could testify on that subject better than I can. On advertising 
had tremendous response. 

Life on another cheaper giveaway thing, and 

r 100,000, about 140,000 as I recall coupons ser 

articular program, so that this was about in o 

SiZe of these responses isa rule. This Ol 


prospect to you seemed to justify an a 
l e@ oF SLOOOO 4 
Mr. STRANDLUND. 
wen ) ILL» . hat seemed to just fy that. Now just one ot 
av an ‘epeat if today. 


i 
e n it that called Tor vou to rep 


{ 
ae: 
iles. You had 


ke that, Sen 
itiol ld he outs 
ld do 
Gittetre. Well, thank you. 
Werniker. May I ask a question 4 
ILLeETTE. Yes, Senator Welker. 
Vecker. Mr. Strandlund, yesterday in your testimony 
1 name of Mer! Young. 
‘TRANDLUND. 


r WeLKeER. 


I 


is corporat 
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Senator WreiKker. And when did he become an officer / 
Mr. STRANDLUND. I don’t recall the dates. I haven’t that informa 
on right now, but it was at a time when the RFC made 
ie that he he made an oflicer and increase his salary. 
Senator WeLker. RFC made a request to you that Mr. Merl Young 
come an oflicer of this corporation 4 


Mir. STRANDLUND. 


tb request to 


That's 1 ont, 
Senator Weiker. And you say tl 
salary be given ; 
Mr. STRANDLUND. That’ 
Senator WreLKeER. At 
Mir. SvRANDLUND. QO) 
Senator WeLKker. I w 


ad you put hin on itel 


\ ‘ 


iat they requested t| 


t 


VELKER 


Irv. STRANDLUN 
enator WELKER 
STRANDLUND. 
WELKER 
RANDLUND. 
‘WELKER 


ANDLUND. 


experlel 
i 


austro} 


ill-agencies. W 
) se davs—FHA,. 

im, Quite a iot of t if we would have to | 
itor Wreiker. Did he have a corporate 


ment or a 


i\ 


‘apa 
ecretary ! invth neg of that nature 


4 
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fr. SrranpLuNp. Well, in my judgment I don’t think so. 

Senator Weiker. Did you nominate him as an ollicer of the corpor 
ation ¢ 

Mr. SrRANDLUNpD. Well, we carried out the wishes of some of th 
directors and named him an oflicer of the corporation, 

Senator Wi LKER. Some ot the directors h uned him ah ollicer ot t] 
corporation / 

Mr. SrranpLunp. No; at the directors of the “C's request. 

Senator Wertker. What office did they na for him? Wha 
was he—secretary, vice president or what , 

Mr. STRANDLUND. I think assistant secret: ‘\ * some office. 


. ; : 
ion et have the set-up recht now, but it was ; i r othee, 


{ ) 
senator WELKER. Now did the REC directors asl vou to put Mi 
your pa ll before or after the Met thy booklet w: 


Mr. Srranpitunp. Before. 
Senator Wriker. Before. And as I understand your testimon: 


} } 1] 


Oriol) i} ‘ - (Pt) per ye ¢ 


biial y ‘a 


RA ND weilve., 
ator WeLKER. S12. Was that for full-time e 


} your ‘} P \ he dome other work for othe 


NDLUND. "itl i) understanding for full-time employ 
WELKER. Wi ll, do you know whether or not he did Wwol 
full time for you ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Later—I didn’t know until hearings here 

Washington hie Was also employed with Ir, LL. Jacobs Co. at ti 
same time, Which I was not aware of. 

Senator Weiker. Do you know what if any salary he receiv: 

irom the Jacobs Corp. ? 

Mr. SrranpLunp. Testimony was to the effect that he receiv 

ten thousand. 

Senator Weiker. In other words, then it later was proven to y 

hat he was just a part-time employee of yours ? 

Mr. Srranpitunpb. That is right. 

Senator We.ker. That is all. 

Senator Monroney. Did the communication from Mr. Gund 
come tO Vou 1 written form or telephone / Wi vou dlese1 
is committee exactly what was said at the time that the dema 
ri a mvouto t Mr. Merl Young on? 


Mr. Srranptunp. Mr. Gunderson called me to Chicago on a m 
ter he wanted to talk to me about. and I met Mr. Gunderson at t 
REC office in Chicago. 

Senator Monroney. At that time he was a director of the RF ¢ 


not ¢ 
STRANDLUND. That’s right. And at that time took me ask 
and said they were cutting down and would like to have me consid 
putting Mr. Young and Mr. MeGrath in my organization. 
Senator Monroney. Who is Mr. MeGrath ? 
Mr. Srranpitunp. Mr. Young protested taking Mr. McGrath, 
I conferred again with Mr. Gunderson. He said, “Well, never mi 
MeGrath,” so I never took Mr. McGrath. Mr. McGrath was the ch 
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caminer or something like that. I forget his title, but a pretty good 
edit mind and so forth. Iwas interested in McGrath. 
Senator MONRONEY. You were not interested in Mr. Merl Young ? 
Mr. STRANDLUND. Not particularly. 
senator MonRONEY. Didn't you make a prot st ¢ Why 
ike a protest / 
Mr. STRANDLUND. I didn’t protest exactly, but I questioned the 
and he suggested a salary of SLO.OO00, 
he would come under the proposal 
would have to O. K. his employ ment, 
far as Mr. } Une Was coneerned, it ¥ 
On that he would ay oft \ \luetous. 
Senator Monroney. But, you could have said **} 
ve gone on the payroll; is that correct? You wo 
trol of whom you a it on there. Theit posit ' 
ware not necdas 


Ving 


] Nii NK Y. i | Ol) Lt | 
approached Vou | I job fol Mr. \ 
ted know} ne. 

.STRANDLUND. He was above board, 


ie thought he could make good wi 


{ 


: : 
se for Him m dome a lot ot this cont 


paper clearance—-I* HA t os, steel, 


had to sub ome p ana Tibet in 
underson was quit aaa ee feeling 
problem e) 
is much 
and so I agreed to take bot! 
MONRONEY ‘a is Mr. Moti 
STRANDLUND. And Mr. Young 
ator MONRONEY What was Mr Me atha 
STRANDLU ND. W C1 I talked to Mr. Yom 
‘t know whether they had talked te 
hey were cuttine personnel down. hat 
lace for Mr. McGrath, and he immedi 
yr on Mr. MeGrath. so I said well, I didi’ 
mikes. but I will talk to Mer. Gaunderson, s { lked to h 
Washington, and he said, “Well, just forget Mr. MeGrath. 
is some other connection. Int take Mr. McGrath 
Mr. Young. * 
itor Monnroney. The company was so loosely staffed that it w: 
- an a commodation to people to put S1LO.000, S1Z.000 em plove es 
hout any fixed « ities oO} anvthing / 
. STRANDLUND. He had fixed duties 
wor Mi NRONEY., You had somebody doing that 
v before you put him on. 
Mir. Srranputunp. That’s right. 
Senator VIONRONFY. How did 
1) later for your compat 
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Mr. Srranptunp. That’s right. The original salary, the origina 
thing—I mean it seemed to me at that time where we had so much 
paper work to do in the beginning, it had some merit, but as the thing 
went on and I did protest to the Cleveland manager of this makin; 
of an officer and increasing his salary. That I didn’t feel the servic 
were justified. 

Senator Monroney. Was that before or after the RFC had thi 
session and told you you had too many men at high-priced figures o1 
the pay roll ? 

Mr. Srranpiunpb. Well, yes, that was right before that. I mea 
that is the inconsistency of the whole thing, Senator. 

Senator MonroONEY. How much before ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. Well, I just don’t recall the exact date, but it ha: 
to be before. 

Senator Monroney. Had you ever met Merl Young before that / 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes, I had. 

Senator Monroney. Had you ever expressed an interest in having 
his services before that ? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. No. 

Senator Monroney. This was all just gratuitously brought to your 
mind at that time? 

Mr. SrrRanpiLuNb. I thought he was happily situated there at RF( 

Senator Monronry. Was Mr. Sundstrom employed at that time that 
you put Mr. Young on? 

Mr. Srranp.Lunb. No, I think Mr. Young was employed before Mi 
Sundstrom. I employed Mr. Sundstrom a couple of months after hi 
defeat in New Jersey as a Congressman. 

Senator Monronry. He certainly knew a lot more about housing 

than Mr. Young did. 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. The only thing that would recommend M 
Young was his familiarity with contacts in Washington, or something 
of that kind? 

Mr. StranpLuND. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. With materials, loans? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes. Not loans. 

Senator Monronry. Was anything said about the advantageous 
position of contacts Mr. Young had in the RFC, leading up to h 
employment ¢ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. No. I was under the impression, Senator, that 
he was of minor importance at RFC and this was a cut-down of 
personnel, and so there would be just reverse thinking there. 

Senator Monroney. Did you think that the employment of M: 
Young woul l help you in future negotiations of loans with RF¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. No, § 

Senator Monroney. You did not ? 

Mr. SrranDLUND. No, sir 

Senator Monroney. I would like to refer back a minute to the cor 
versation at which time you were offered this manuscript, this $10,01 
manuseript. You told us yesterday, I believe, that it came about ove: 
the telephone ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunb.. My mnaline ‘tion is a little vague on that, Senator, 
but I feel that might have been. 
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Senator Monronry. And could you detail to the committee the 
earest to your memory about the origination of this idea and the 
unuseript? You said you were thinking about a booklet anyway. 
ou mentioned it about 6 months before. At the time of the eall. did 
eta description of the booklet or anything, when Senator MceCar 
iv called you ¢ 
Mr. STRANDLUND. ‘J hose details | don’t remember ust Lhe n 

My associates that are coming on will probably have a cle 

"at because they hat dled 

seritor MONRONI i But you handled the first te] 
nderstandl it. He did not call your associates. He eal 
Mr. Srkanpiunp. That’s right. I came in ] 


4 } ] } ? } | } 
pt iirst,anda | Sid, | COUCH Tf recollect }USL What the preliminary 


1} 
i 


IOS lon 


Ils were up to that point. 
Senator Monroney. The cali was about what date 
Mir. STRANDLUND. Senator, I just assume— 
Senator Monroney. I mean in relation to t 


) 


L000, a week, 2.3 weeks before / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That would be the approx 

Senator Monronry. A week or two before ¢ 

{r. STRANDLUND. Two or three weeks, something 

senatol Mo» RONEY. And at that time did vou ask the 

nuseript ¢ Was that the time the price A requested ¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. I don't remember. I can’t answer that. 

Senator Monroney. Did you say that you would buy the manuscript 


er the telephone ¢ 


Mr. STRANDLUND. | can't tell you. I am sure | didn't do that. be 


suse he didn’t know whether we were going to buy it until Mr. Semple 
ily coneluded the arrangements, so that 1 would say I had never 
reed to, 
Senator Monroney. You said you remembered distinctly vesterday 
t the $10,000 was the price put on it 4 , 
Mr. SrranpLuNb. Yes. 
Senator MoONRONEY. Apparently to you Was that 
ked to Mr. Semple about it ? 
Mr. Srranpiunp. I can’t answer you. I mean there we 
ons and re CUSSLONIS of this thing in our organization, and ] would 
v vou should ask them because I can’t reeall. J ; 
senator MOONRONI £ You had an advertising agen 
ir company, I believe. 
Mr. Srranpuunpb. That’s right. 
Senator Monronry. What is the name of that agency ? 
Mr. Srranptunp. Burnett—Leo Burnett. 
Senator Monroney. Was he an employee of the company or an out 
1e agency ! 
Mr. SrraNpiuNpb. That was the outside agency. 
Senator Monroney. Leo Burnett / 
Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes. 
Senator Monroney. Was this manuscript and the proposition 
tted to them ? 
Mr. SrranpLuND. You will have to confer with my associates, wh 
ou will have here. You will get all the details of that. 


192 5 9-_nt. 1 
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Senator Monronry. So far as you can recall, vou don’t remembe: 
what was said in any way in the original conversation that openes 
-™ negotiations, whether the $10,000 price was set in that conversatio: 

r not¢ 

ai: Srranpiunb. I don’t recall that, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. You don’t remember whether you said yo 
would buy it or whether you wanted it sent for study by your adve1 
tising people / ; 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I imagine IT wouldn’t say anything beyond that 
we would submit it to our people, which it was. How much conve) 
sation or when they occurred, and so forth, is just in a maze of thi 
whole operation, I am not able to answer you. 

Senator Monroney. But anyway, the matter was started in a direct 
conversation to you over the tele ‘phone ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I say I vaguely—I am not a good witness on that 

re, but that—— 

Senator Monroney. That is what we are finding out. 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That is v: aguely my recollection. 

Senator Monronry. But you dowt remember anything about t! 

onversation whatsoever that would help this committee to determine 
the beginning of these negotiations / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I wish I could, but I—— 

Senator Monroney. But you do recall that the decision finally was 
cleared through your advertising people who were enthusiastically fo 
this manuscript ¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Yes. They will give you the details of all that. 
It was their job, you see, and I had all these other things, so to mi 
[ plaved a small part in its conclusion and development and so forth. 
You should probably realize that. 

Senator Monroney. That is all T have. 

Senator GILLerTe. Senator Welker ? 

Senator Weriker. Mr. Witness, I would like to ask you anothe: 
question or two with respect to Mr. Merl Young. 

In response to the Senator’s inquiry, you stated that at one tinv 
after his employment you were advised that you were overstaffed wit 
high-priced employees, is that correct ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Well, Senator, you have got to take severa 
people’s versions. Mr. Dunham, who was in a campaign to oust me 
and put in Mr. Jacobs, whom Mr. Young was also employed by, | 
found later, Mr. Young and Mr. Haggerty, and so forth, so he had 
regular campaign on. 

Now he said we had high-priced officials, and so forth, and any pla 
you might be vulnerable, he would attack it. By the same token the. 
had B. Allen Hamilton, an engineering firm, right at the identical time. 
and to show you the variation in recommendations, they were pess 
mistic on the sales picture, but recommended additional high-priced 
officers, and so forth. 

In a project this large, we probably needed two more, so I don‘ 
believe that we have to take a statement of Mr. Dunham we have go 
too many high-priced people. Mr. Dunham wouldn’t know. And 
so for that reason I don’t believe his testimony or gossip—you hay 
got to accept some of these facts. 
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That is the trouble with anybody that talked loud enough and 
ist enough that was opposed to the thing. It was hewspapers and 
etween people that were opposed to it, it became fact without any 
oundation or anything else, you see 

Senator WeLker. At any time after the employment of Mr. Young, 
ere you advised by anyone from RFC or otherwise that you should 

t Mr. Young go! 

a STRANDLUND. No. 

Senator WELKER. In other words, he was satisfactory / 

Mr. SrTrANDLUND. In fact, Mr. Young was going to be one of the 

ime main officials in the reorganization, with a politician named 

Haggerty who had never been in the plant, as president, and 
ey had a whole roll of new officials that Mr. Dunham was pounding 
stop loans and shut us down, and we were extravagant, we were all 
things, so if you just go in Mr. Dunnam 8 £ file, he wanted to make 
tron out as a soft touch, as was remarked yesterday. 
ust go to Mr. Dunham's files, but if you want the facts of the 
ig, 1 think you have got to look at other files besides that, vou see. 
senator Wer_ker. Who inspired you to raise Mr. Young’s salary 

m $12,000 a year to S18,000 a vear ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunp. Well, the first step in that was the chairman of 

RFC, Mr. Hise, I think, went to lunch with me at the Statler 
Hotel with Mr. Young in tow, so it was said in his presence, and he 

ld me that he would like to see Mr. Young get something out of 

s, that I should raise his salary, it will do me a lot of good, and so 
orth, to $18,000. 

So I said, I protested that 

Senator Hennines. This was the Chairman of the RFC who said 

- to you? 
Mr. Stranptunp. This was the Chairman of the RFC. Then I 
ent back to the RFC, and the next man to contact me was Mr. W. E. 
lett, a Director, Ed Willett, and he had the same story, so I agreed 
would make up one of the forms for them to decide whether they 
eht to increase his salary, which I sent to the Cleveland office, sen 

» the Cleveland office and Mr. Frazier of the C le veland office came 

wn and said, “What does this mean y? ] said, “Te ss, I don’t know 

ou take it up to the top of the oflice and you look into it real woo 
rself. Whether you pass it or you don’t—in fact I will be very 
oe if you don’t.” 

He said, *O. K..” and very shortly it came through signed, and he 

; raised to S18,000. 

Senator Weiker. Just a few background questions. You testified, 
response to Senator Hennings, that this was Mr. Hise, the Chair- 
nof RFC, that suggested the raise of $6,000 a year for Mr. Young 

Mr. Srranptunp. That is correct. 

Senator Weiker. And where did this meeting take place ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. At the Statler Hotel restaurant there 

tel, 

Senator Weikxer. Mr. Young was in your presence at that time / 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That’s right. 

Senator Weixer. Had you had any information or knowledge priot 

at. that the RFC thought Mr. Young was underpaid ¢ 


STRANDLUND. No. 
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Senator Weiker. Did you make any objection whatsoever to rais 
ing this man? 

Mr. SrrANDLUND. I just described the procedure, and not only that 
but I put it through the Cleveland office 

Senator Wrev-ker. As a matter of fact you knew that the raising o! 
his salary was just a gratuity. Asa matter of fact, you knew at tha 
time that you had no business with the man in your employment 
and you wouldn’t have him in your employment had it not been fo: 
the pressure of RE C upon | vou? 

Mr. Srranpiunpb. That is right. 

Senator Weiker. In other words, Mr. Witness, you were more o 
less a prisoner of your banker. the RFC, isn’t that correct ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunp. I was more or less what ? 

Senator Wreniker. A prisoner of the RFC? You did what the 
asked you to do? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I don’t believe I would go that far, but ou 
relation 

Senator Wenker. With respect to Merl Young you certainly wer 
weren't you / . 

Mr. Srranpiunp. Well, our relations were so vital that almost 
suggestion would almost be the same as a command, if that woul 
describe it. Prisoner is 

Senator Wetker. All right, let us assume your description. A sug 
gestion would amount to a command ? 

Mr. Srranpitunp. Well, practically. 

Senator Wetker. That 3 what appened in the Merl Young case 
Now, Mr. Witness, had not RFC been your banker, would you hav 
hired Mr. Merl Young even at $12,000 a vear? 

Mr. Srranputunp. Well, would 1? I don’t think I would. 

Senator WELKER. And you certainly would not have raised h 
salary to $18,000 a year 

Mr. STRANDLUND. No: that I know I wouldn’t. 

Senator Weiker. Had he done anything in the interim from thi 
time he went to work at $12,000 a year to impress you as the head o1 
this corporation that he should be raised to a higher status of $18,00' 
a year ¢ 

Mr. STRANDLUND. No. In fact the oftice suggested the vice pres 
dent. I wouldn’t do that. I just took the smallest elective office wi 
had and gave him, I think assistant controller, assistant secretary, 
I believe it was, something of that kind. 

Senator Wetker. Did you at any time wee any complaint to an) 

ne, Mr. Strandlund, about this business of hiring Merl Young fi 
at $12,000 and then raising him to $18,000 ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. No, I wasn’t in a position to make any complaints 
I didn’t. 

Senator Weiker. And at the time you raised him his final step 1 
$18,000, you did not know a it he was accepting some $10,000 a year 
from the Jacobs C orp. ¢ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. That’s right. 

Senator Weiker. You had no knowledge of that ? 

Mr. Srranpuunp. In fact when that came about, I wanted hin 
to leave Washington and come down to the plant so we could start 
training him, start doing something to see if the man’s capacity was 
such that he could qualify in more responsibility. 


[ 
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Senator Wetker. His capacity was such what? 

Mr. STRANDLUND. I say at the time I almost insisted that he come 
to Columbus and work in our office instead of here in Washington, 
n order to give him responsibilities and training so that possibly he 
ould justify the salary. 

Senator Weiker. Had he ever spent any time in the plant at Co- 
lumbus, Mr. Witness? 

Mr. Srranptunp. He had made trips down there; yes. 

Senator WELKER. Cursory trips just to look over the plants? 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. We had things for him to do there. We had tried 
» keep him busy, Senator, and naturally he would come down to 
onfer with various departments on things that he would have to get 
lown here in Washington. We tried to utilize his services to the‘ 
cvreatest extent. 

Senator Weriker. Mr. Witness, when did Mr. Merl Young go off 
the payroll of the Lustron Corp. 4 

Mr. STRANDLUND. In the fall of 1949. 

Senator WeLker. The fall of 1949? 

Mr. SrRANDLUND. Yes. 

senator WELKER. At that time had he been spending any time 

unpaigning throughout the Nation in behalf of the Democratic 
Party ¢ 

Mr. STranptuNnpb. Well, that I don’t know. That I don't really 
know. If he did, he would go without particularly checking with me. 

Senator Wi LKER, You didn't have any knowledge of the fact that 
e was campaigning in certain aspects with the members of the 
majority party ¢ 

Mr. SrranpLunp. No: I didn’t follow that. 

Senator WeLker. You did not miss him around your plant, did you, 

tround the duties that he was to perform ¢ 

Mr. SrranpLtunp. He was more or less out here without supervision, 

you wouldn't know just exactly what his movements were, except 
tenographer and himself 

Senator WeLiker. As a matter of fact, Mr. W 

me you did not know where Mr. Young was or ¥ 

Mr. SrranpLuNbD. Oh; no; he would report regu 

gone that long. 
senator WELK! ae ould he be erone for weeks ; 

Mir. STRANDLUND. No. 
Senator WELKER. ‘Two weeks, Sar ¢ 
Mr. Srranpitunp. He could be gone days at a time, but it would be 


ough contact with our officials so that he could not be gone months 


Senator WELK he could not have been Fone mol ths at 
| 


time, but you have admitted that he was emploved by another 


od 
R bOoOuU Say 


i time ol long pr riods. 
v1 


rporatior and you did not know anything about that. 

Mr. SrranpLtunp. That’s 

Senator Weiker. That is: 

Senator Giuterrr. All rig you may stand aside. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, there are just one or two que 
ore particularly on a date I would like to establish. 
Senator Guerre. All right. Counsel wants to ask 


jueStIONs., - 
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Moore. Mr. Strandlund, in your testimony yesterday at pa; 

212 of the record we were asking you about a meeting, you testifi 
concerning a meeting on a Saturday night in Columbus. Ohio, 
which time you met Mr. Clark Wideman, Mr. Byers, and Senat: 
McCarthy. 

Mr. SrranpLunpb. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Can you please state for the committee the approximat 
date of that meeting ? 

Mr. SrrRanpiunp. I can’t recall. T can recall the meeting but 
don't recall the exact date. I had guests in my home that nig! 





Mr. Moorr. Would you say it was 1949 or 1948 7 
Mr. STRANDLUND. 1949. 

Mr. Moorr. 1949? 

Mr. SeRANDLA np. Yes. 


Mr. Moorr. And you you recall approximately what time of ye 
it Was? 


‘fr. STRANDLUND. I am not sure. 

Mr. Moore. I am not asking you to recall the month, but do y 
know the month ? 

Mr. SrranpLunpb. I don’t recall the month. 

Moore. You stated on the record that you had guests at you 

home, and I am quoting you: 

I had an unexpected guest who called at my house, Senator McCarthy ar 
this Mr. Wideman and Bob Byers, Jr. 

Mr. Stranpitunp. And Mrs. Wideman. I forgot she was apong te 

Mr. Moore. Had Senator McCarthy ¢ oiven a speec h that evening, 
vou recall] ¢ 

Mr. Srranpitunp. I had read that in the papers: yes. 

Mr. Mo RE, Do you know what the oceasion ot the speech was / 

Mr. Srranptunp. No, I don’t; but I think it was something tl 
Mr. Byer was interested 1 

Mr. Moore. Does this refresh your recollection, Mr. Strand]m 
Your testimony before the subcommittee of the Committee on Ba 
ine and Curre ne ‘vy on June 2, 1950, page 20S of the hearings, Senat 
Fulbrigh 


Oo spea king. The question is directed to your meeting W 
senator 


it 
MeCarthy. The question is: 

‘How many times have you see him since”—since the publicat 
of the booklet. Your answer: 


I haven't seen Senator McCarthy but once since that booklet was written, 
that was on the occasion when he came down and made a talk sponsored b) 
competitor called Mr. Bob Byers 

Does that refresh your re collection ? 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes; that is the occasion. 

Mr. Moore, And you recall now that there was a talk sponsor 
by Bob Byers whom you stated at that time was a competitor / 

Mr. Srranptunp. That is just information that I gathered in 
papers. I wasn’t aware of the meeting that we held or I didn’t kn 
any cde tails of it, but that was his oceasion for being there. 

Mr. Moorr. You mean to say that on that evening no reference \ 
made to the occasion of his speech nor to the auspices of the speec! 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I can describe that meeting for you very vivid 
because he didn’t stay very long. They came out after the meeti 
and I took them in, introduced them around to the guests, and we h 





qui 
Mi 
we) 
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ed 
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quite a few there, and they stayed just a little while and talked to 
Mr. Wideman a httle while, Mr. Byers for a bit, and Mr. McCarthy, 
senator McCarthy, visited a httle bit, and in a very short time they 
took leave. 
‘That was the sum and substance of it. I had as guests a sporting 
litor and his wife of the Ohio State Journal, I had my brother-in 
iw and his family, and I had some people named Taylor, John Taylor 
d their family, at the time they called. 
Mr. Moore. Did you during the course of that brief meeting, as 
i have just deseribed it, discuss the booklet with Senator MeCarthy 4 
Mr. SvRANDLUND. That would be a bad subject wit! 
esent. Nothing was discussed about the book. 
Mir. Moorr. Nothing 
Mir. Srranptunpb. That is right. 
Mir. Moore. You said that would be a bad subject; is that right ? 
Mr. SrrANDLUND. I mean that would not be very interesting to a lot 
people sitting around. It is absolutely nothing but a social call. 
\ir. Moorr. Were those people also engaged in the housing held ¢ 
Mr. SrranpLunp. No. I just described who they were. One was 
he Ohio State Journal and his wife, and the 
er gentiemah was with a company Coiumbus, and then Ii 
other-in-law and his family. 
Mr. Moorr. Was Mr. Byers, Jr., employed by his father whom you 
led here a competitor 4 
Mr. Srranpitunp. I had never met him before. I don’t know what 
employment is, but I would gather he was. 
Mr. Moorr. Was Mr. Wideman at that time a newspaperman or wa 
employed by Mr. Byers? 


‘ 


rall those eue 


; Vs ] 1 ‘ 
wis discussed about the book ¢ 


sportine editor of t 


\Ir. STRANDLUND. Mr. Wideman discussed his connection because 


ad been a ot he did discuss that he had left the 


paper and had 10 d forces with Byers, and that was some of the 
ssion, and the rest of the discussion was all just as any socia 
thering is. I don’t remember what it was. Nothing of importa 
itsoever., 
Mir. Moorr. Mr. Strandlund, a moment ago you stated that wit! 
ference to Mr. Dunham’s memorandum and Mr. Dunham’s file 
t if this subcommittee is to get the full story, we will have to look 
ther files; is that a fair paraphrase of your testimony ¢ 
STRANDLUND. I would say that: ves. 
Mir. Moore. You kept personal file as president ( 
i you not ¢ 
\ir. SrRANDLUND. Yes, sir. 
\ir. Moore. Where are those files 
Mr. Srranpbtunp. In the hands of the 
cC. 
a More. All ot VO lt personal files are 1 the hands of the rer elve rs 
the trustee ? 
r. STRANDLUND. I mav have some letters around the 
all correspondence and so forth of the Lust 
their hands, 
Mr. Moore. You say you may have some letters al 
‘tit a fact that vou do have files in your home / 
Mr. Srranptunp. Yes: I do have. 
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Mr. Moore. Is it a fact also that you have not disclosed these files 
up to this point to our committee investigators ? 

Mr. Srranp_unp. Your committee investigators have never asked 
for the files, you have never conferred with me. I just got fast notice 
to come out here. On top of that, my personal files were turned over 
to the investigators of the Banking and Currency Committee. They 
were at that time not in my hands but in my secretary’s hands, and 
she turned them over. 

Mr. Moore. All of the files? 

Mr. Srranptunp. You never asked me for the files. 

Mr. Moore. You have been subpenaed under a subpena duces tecun 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes; but not on my personal files. 

Senator WeLker. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator GitLterre. Yes, of course. 

Senator WELKER. Are you willing to submit to this committee all « 
your personal files of every kind and nature you have that alti 
reflect upon this transaction or any other transaction with respect to 
your corporation ¢ 

Mr. Srranptunp. Yes: and I will testify under oath there is no 
correspondence in connection with this transaction, but if the com 
mittee desires to have my personal files, they may have it. 

Senator Wreiker. And you have never been asked a direct request to 
bring those files here with you? 

Mr. Stranpiunp. That is right. 

Senator Weiker. Very well. 

Senator GILLeTre. Counsel ¢ 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Strandlund, did you own any of the stock of the 
Lustron Corp. ¢ 

Mr. StRaANDLUND. 51 percent. 

Mr. Moore. 51 percent. You had a controlling interest: is that so? 

Mr. StranpiunbD. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. No further questions. 

Senator Hennines. What was your salary, Mr. Strandlund, as the 
president of the corporation ? 

Mr. Srranpiunp. 50,000, 

Senator Hennines. $50,000 a year? 

Mr. Srranptunp. That’s right. 

Senator Hennines. During this period then, I gather, Mr. Strand 
lund, that you were making an effort to get along with everybody, 
weren't you 

Mr. Srranpiunp. That’s for sure. 

Senator Hennines. Trying to keep them off your back? 

Mr. Srranptunp. That’s right. 

ra Hennines. And the fact of it is that with these BEC 
people, from your account of it I would assume that you might havi 
considered this pressure upon you to employ certain people at certai: 
salaries and thereafter raise their salaries without any reason for 
doing, except that somebody in the RFC suggested it, as a rat] 
heavy-handed form of blackmailing. Did vou so regard that at th 
time / 

Mr. Srranpitunp. No. I mean that is a little extreme. 

Senator Hennings. You think that is too strong a word for it? 

Mr. Srranptunp. That is really too extreme, Senator. 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY IS] 

Senator Henninos. How did you consider it?) What was your view 
ot 1t¢ 

Mr. Srranpiunp. I would say it would be an accommodation to 
their thoughts and thinking. 

Senator HENNINGS. When you were asked to raise Mr. Young's 

lary from 13 to 18 was 1t—— 

Mr. STRANDLUND. ‘Twelve to eighteen. 

Senator Henninas. Twelve to elohteen. Did you debate that ques- 

on with the gentleman who made the request, Was it Mr. Hise / 

Mir. STRANDLUND. No He seemed to-— 

senatol Hi NNINGS. He told me he wanted vou to do it and vou 


\ir. Srranpuunp. That’s right. 

Senator Hennines. And you did it in order to get along, did you 
9 

Mr. Stranpiunp. That’s right. 

senator Hi NNINGS. You would not conside1 that then as b] CK 
extortion / 

Mr. Stranpiunp. No. JT think it was in their province to a 


Senator Hennines. You considered that just good public 
ns or good Government-bureaucracy relations 2 
Mr. Srranpitunp. Well, it was just the circumstances. T think J] 


ive testified to the details. What inte rpretation if is. I don’t th | — 


senator Hi NNINGS, You did hot deeply resent it though. You felt 

was Just part of the business, part of the came, and something that 

1 more or less expected: is that right / 

Mr. Stranpiunp. I was concerned about trvi eet the value 
from Mr. Young, and T had conferences with him or 


it we did not reallv have enough to keep 
come to Columbus. j 
Senator Hennineas. But vou never could get 
ld you? 
Vir. STRANDLUND. No: I couldn't. 
Senator HenninGs. You did not know he was servine two mast 
time ¢ 
STRANDLUND. Th rig 
Senator GiuLerrr. All right, Mr. Strandlund, we 
Will vou stand aside? I don’t think we will 


‘might. 


} 
yt 


at is it. 


time I Ww uld like to, on behalf of the sub ommittee, ask the 

l tous wea subpe ha for me to sign for Mr. D inh im of the REC 

is a conflict of testimony here in the memorandum that was 
ed in testimony and which this witness has repudiated. So, will 

i call Mr. Dunham, issue a subpena for him ¢ 

Who is your next witness / 

Mr. Moore. The next witness. I would like to call at this time. Mr. 
irman, Mr. Perry Bachelder, who has testimony with respect t 
distribution of the booklet. He has appointments and I believ: 

‘will have him on and off in about 5 minutes. 

Senator Henprickson. I did not want to interfere with the 
the witnesses. ‘There is a witness here from California, 

anxious to vet back to California. 

Senator Gititerre. The counsel said this witness will not tak 

dthen he will call Mr. Semple. All right. Counsel. 
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Mr. Moore. Mr. Bachelder. 

Senator Gitterre. Will you raise your right hand and be sworn / 
Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you will present in the matt.) 
now in hearing before this subcommittee will be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Bacuexper. I do. 

Senator Gitterre. All right, will you be seated? Allright, Counse! 


TESTIMONY OF PERRY J. BACHELDER 


Mr. Moore. Sir, will you please state your full name and your 
position ? 

Mr. Bacnevper. Perry J. Bachelder, vice president of the J. IL. 
Maisch Co. of Marion, Ohio. 

Mr. Moore. In what business is that company engaged ¢ 

Mr. Bacuenper. We are an advertising agency, and one of our se: 
ices includes direct-mail activities, and it is in that capacity that 
were associated with Lustron. 

Mr. Moore. Lustron Corp. was one of your clients in 1948; is thar 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Bacuevper. 1949. 

Mr. Moore. 1949? 

Mr. Bacuevper. The beginning of 1949. 

Mr. Moorr. What was the nature of the work which you performe:| 
for Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Bacuevper. Primarily we were handling the distribution o 
their literature to prospects in reply to coupons, inquiries for lite 
ture, and so forth. In addition, we did process certain letters at 
some small mailing pieces which were relative to dealers and part of 
the over-all promotional activities. 

Mr. Moore. Now then, in your capacity, as vou have just describ 


it, you had charge of the distribution of the booklet How To Own 


Your Own Home Now; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bacuetper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. How many copies of that booklet were shipped to you 
for distribution ¢ 

Mr. Bacue per. On our first inventory, records appear on Mar 
4 that we had 18,592 booklets. In checking back, we were unable 
find actual shipping reports from the printer, Simpson Co., but wi 
did make a personal count in the receiving department, and this wa 
the amount that we received at that time. 

Mr. Moorr. And do you have with you, Mr. Bachelder, photostat 
copies of your shipping records / 

Mr. Bacuevper. I have actual duplicates of not shipping reco: 
but of an inventory report on w hich this material periodically a 
pears and shows its disposition and how it was being disbursed. 

Mr. Moore. And you can leave a copy of these records ? 

Mr. Bacnevper. I can leave a copy of those; yes, sir, 

Mr. Moore. What was the final disposition of the booklets? Y: 
have just testified that you received 18,592, according to your accou! 
What disposition of that quantity did you make ¢ 

Mr. Bacueiper. I might add that, as a part of this service, we 1 
ported daily reports to the promotion department of Lustron of t 
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umber of inquiries and the number of books that were sent out each 
yveek, 

A summary total of this data indicates that we received a total of 
019 requests through advertising purposes, and in addition to that 
ve also received instructions from Lustron, their sales-promotion cde 
artment, to send certain quantities of these books to their dealers. 
The actual quantity that was sent to dealers we have no definite rec- 
rad other than our inventory reports. By taking the amount which 
as Sent out in response to individual requests by prospects, to pros- 
ects, and the difference of what we had at the time of termination of 
ir records— 

Mr. Moore. Just so the record may be clear, the individual request 
»which you refer aggregate 10,119; am I correct ¢ 

Mr. Bacnenprer. That is correct. 

Mr. Moors. And your inventory report shows how many o1 

Po 

Mr. Bacnetprer. As of May 13, which is our best record date. 

Mr. Moore. May 13, what vear? 

Mr. BacueLper. 1950. We had a total of 4.930 editions. 

Mir. Moore. 4.930. 

Mr. Bacne per. Correct. 

Mr Moore. Now will you make the necessary addition 

action there for the benefit of the committee to show the a 

nount of booklets that were disposed ot ¢ 

Mr. Bacueiper. Since we had originally the 1S—vou 

use me. I haven’t computed this arithmetic. 

Mr. Moore. If you had originally 18,592—isn’t 

our starting figure. 

Mr. Bacuetprr. And there were 10,019 distril 

est. of prospects. 

Mr. Moore. And there were approximately 

lay 13, 1950? 

Mr. Bacuevper. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. So, isn’t it 

Mr. BACHELDER. I assume that is the correct figure. 

Senator WeiKxer. What was that fi 

Mr. Moore. 13,662, Senator. 

\ir. Bacnueiper. 652 ¢ 

Mr. Moore. 62 is what I have. Now then, Mr. Bac 


mney did your company receive in connection wi 


mY : ' / 
ure, CO insel ¢ 


distribution of the quantity we have just 

Bacuenper. We have no specific record of moneys received 
just the Llow To Ov 1) pf ir Own Hon e 
unless t would be disclosed In our statements to Lustron. d e 


he services of handling 


ie fact that we were processing other books. 


previous testimony reference has been made to a book, 


dition, and we were also processing that book simultan 
this other book. 
Mr. Moore. So that the booklet to which you refer, a 25-cent book- 
you were handling the distribution of that at the same 
» handl no the 35-cent booklet How To Own Your O 


/ 
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Mr. Bacuetper. Correct. 


Mr. Moore. In sendine out these booklets did you also receiy 


money trom the individual subseribers ¢ 
Mr. Bacneuprr. Yes. 


Mr. Moore. The figure I would like for you to state to the commi! 


tee is how much you received in connection with the purchase of 1 
booklet by the subscribers. 


Mr. Bacnetper. Totaling our weekly reports of inquiries fro: 


magazines and other sources, coupons wherein money was enclosed- 
and this money included stamps, checks, and actual cash—a total « 
those reports reveals that we received $2.964.13. This in turn w: 
de posited to our account at the Marion County Bank, and we, in tur 
issued checks to Lustron corresponding with the week ly report of t 
money res ‘eived. 

Mir. Moore. Can you olive us the result, the total result, of this trai 
action in these terms’ You received money from individuals 
payment of this booklet. 

Mr. BacHetper. Correct. 

Mr. Moore. You remitted as you have just described ¢ 

Mr. Bacnetper. An equal amount. 

Mr. Moorr. Like check to the Lustron Corp. ¢ 

Mr. Bacuevper. Correct. 

Mr. Moore. And is it your testimony that the total amount remitt 
by your company to Lustron was $2,964.13 ? 

Mr. Bacnewer. For the edition on how to own your own hon 
We had other moneys on the ~5-cent book. 


Mr. Moore. But. for this booklet which’ is exhibit 18 of this pr 


ceeding, that was the total sum which you remitted: is that right ¢ 

Mr. BacueLper. Correct : $2.964.15. 

Mr. bee ORE, Nov then. Mr. Bac hel ler, vou, of course, were paid | 
your services on behalf of Laustron in thismatter? 

Mr. B \CHELDER. Yes, s 

Mr. Moore. What was ‘the nature of your agreement with the « 
poration / 

Mr. Bacne per. We had an agreement whereby it was based on | 
thousand pieces handled that we would process, and I have her 
general review of that. 
~ For processing the 35-cent booklet, How To Own Your Own Hor 
count and tabulate returns as to publication including weekly repo 
$3.50 per thousand. Open and sort the mail, $10 per thousand. Cow 
ine the money, $2.50 a thousand. Addressing labels, $12.50. ‘J 
Was labels tosend out the books 

Care and affix labels, $5 per thousand. Bagging, $7.50 per thousa 
Inserting book in eaten tuck and seal, 75 cents. That may be 
typographical error. I rather think that was $7.50. 

Mr. Moors. I see. What was the total then that J. H. Maitch cou 
bill # 

Mr. Bacuetper. I do not have a total of those figures. In ot! 
words, these were operational figures, and it was all 
thousand basis—$46.25 per thousand. 

Mr. Moore. Is it possible for you, Mr. Bachelder, to tell 
committee the total amount which you received on account from 
Lustron Corp. ¢ 

Mr. Bacue per. Yes: I do have it. 
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Mr. Moorr. On account of this booklet ¢ 
IER, Yes: | do have that. \ review of our ac 
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Mr. Moore. The distribution of other mailing pieces and that ki 
of thing, is that right / 

Mr. Bacuevper. And production and so forth. 

Mr. Moore. What was the distribution of the booklets which Vi 
had on hand, as you said in March 1949, you had how many? W| 
was the figure you had which your inventory showed ¢ 

Mr. Bacuenper. 4.930 

Mr. Mc orE, Undistributed ? 

Mr. Bacnetper. Correct. 

Mr. Moorr. What dlispos ition was mack 

Mr. Bacuexuper. At the time foreclo 
recelving requests for this literature. It 
of coupons follows through. 

And there was some literature distributed after tha 
not keep a record ot it as Tar as recul 
mally sent prior to the foreclosure 
turned over to the receivership in 
original corporation. . 

At thi time of the foreclosu 


tled worthless 0) for 


1 storage ¢ 
from the foreclosure pro 
assets were sold at ba 
scrap, and at that time 
which were still pending. 

Nevertheless we ente 
in Chicago for a bid of 
scrap paper. That b 

Mfr. Moorr. W! 

Ir. BACHELDER. 
for $175. 

Mr. Moore. $175 

Mr. BACHELDER. 

Mr. Moorr. And 
many! 

Ir. BACHELDER, 


Mr. Moore. The 4.930 bookl 
Mr. Bacnenper. Well. it was : 


matter of fact here is a whole page of 1 


23.000 of one item. Here is a very 
nswers, of which many thousands were d 
Senator WreLxer. Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, can t we 

of the McCarthy books are in this thine? We 

G vears if we don’t limit this thing to mate 
“Mr. Moore. I think the witness has just 
Senator GiLtuetTe. Yes: we would like to fi 
Mr. Moore. I think his answer was clear that 

scrap were t 9O00— 

Mr. Bacue.per. There were less than 
ended as ot May 13. and we sent out 

lt would bes ite tO Say that there were \ 
Mr. Mi orE. Booklets that were sold for si 
Mr. Bacnerper. Yes; that is correct 
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mittee will be the truth, the whole tr ith, and ott ’ 
help you God ¢ 
Mr. Sempre. I do. 


Senator Gitterre. Bi ited. Mr. Sx 
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Mr. Moore. Now the date ot your meeting Will 
days before the date of the execution of the con tract 


Mr. Sempte. That’s right. My recollection is 1 
over a pe riod of about 3 weeks, of which Mr. Stran: 
a the manuscript for my inspection, then a week 

Carthy was in Columbus, and then it probably wa 
the time we negotiated or actually executed the cont: 
MeCarthy came back to Columbus on the Wity throug 
Columbus and executed the contract. 

Mr. Moore. Did Mr. Strandlund request you to 
praise this document / 

Mr. SEMPLE. Yes. Mr. Strandlund asked Ine at t 
with Mr. Strandlund when this subject came up, M 
asked _ if I knew Senator McCarthy, and I said no 

He t hen told me who he Was and | had heard his naj 
with the housing bill, the so called MeCarthy Act at 
lieve it was called, or referred to. and he told me— 

Senator Hanprickson. Mr. Semple, may I ask whe 
took place / 

Mr. Sempre. This was in Mr. Strandlund’s office. M 
adjoining to Mr. Strandlund. 

Senator Henprickson. In Ohio? 

Mr. SEMPLE. That’s right, mm our headquarters at Col 
Mr. Strandlund told me that Mr. MeCarthy, Senator Me¢ 
held these nearine’s and had traveled LOO,000, LoO.OOO hy 
the « Un holdin he these hearings, and that he Was ahi ¢ f 


the housing requ irements of the GI’s and the people Who \ 


housing, and that his name was extremely well known, and 


hs 
+ tr t 


me this Manuscript and as sked me what [ thought oF it, te 


He also told me at the time, my recollection Is, that Ss 
Carthy was anxious to get this book, as he called it, published 
he | had been talking with some other publishers and ot ler Pp 
manufacturers about publishing his book. That was the 
thing was put. And that Senator McCarthy expected 


$10,000, at least $10,000, out of the publication of th ook 


SRO RIERERERE 


} 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Strandlund told you this ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. That’s right, that was our introducto 
bout the manuscript. And he gave me the manuscript ana 1 1 
my office to study. 

Mr. Moore. Did you have anything to do with advertising 
time / 

Mr. Semeie. No, not advertising. 

Mr. Moore. Or sales promotion ¢ 

Mr. Semrpier. Well, I was interested in the working out of plans 
the promotion of dealer financing, and that included of course the 
rangements with mortgage c ompanies such as we subsequently work 
out with the Galbraith Mortgage Co. in Columbus, Ohio. 

A great problem we realized from the inception of Laustron a 
from the time I first went out there, was that the history of 
large-scale prefabricaters had always failed because they could nn 
arrange to get their manufactured product paid for at the gate of t 
plant, and therefore they would have to wait until it was erected a 
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I discussed with Mr. Strandlund at that time two ways that 
might possibly use it, having in mind his first remark that Senat 
Me ‘arthy was interested in the publication of the book. and I t 
Mr. Strandlund that what we could do, we could probably sien 
published for Senator McCarthy by guaranteeing some publisher 
certain « irculation. or else that we coul | buy the manuser ipt outcrig 
and use it for our own best advantage, and I recommended to h 
that I thought it would be more economical and more sisiefuvie 
and we would get much greater value out of the publicity aspe 
of it by buying the manuscript outright and getting the rights to 
it as semiadvertising and promotional material, rather than to j 
encourage its publication by guaranteeing circulation, and then havin 
to sell that or distribute that to interested parties in behalf, as a pub 
service for Lustron 

Mr. M MORE. Mr. are di id you dise uss with Mr. Strandlund { 
amount of Senator McC; rthy” S fee in eonnection with this CSS 

Mr. Semrie. No, I did nt discuss it to the extent of assuming 


S1LO,000 was the 12) 6, AI ad discuss YF as to how to vet the best 
tor SLO.000, 


Mr. Moore. Just right there. you said that you were assuming— 


Mr. Seeghen Mr. Str: andlund had told me, you see, that Senator 
MeCarthy was expecting $10,000 from either the publication or sale 


of the manuser ipt. 


Mr. Moorr. You were the financial officer of the company at that 


time, weren’t you ? 

Mr. Sempre. That’s right. I was not the treasurer of the con 
pany. 

Mr. Moorr. Were you not the treasurer? And your opinion co 


cerning the work of the m: museript in terms of the $10,000 fee was ni 


requested ? 

Mr. Semete. Sirf What was your question / 

Mr. Moore. I say your opinion as to the value of this article 
terms of what it would cost your company was not solic ited ? 


Mr. Semptx. No. We didn’t attempt to evaluate it in that sense 
Mr. Moore. In other words, the $10,000 fee was a fait accompli hy 


the time your opinion was requested ¢ 
Mr. Semrere. Well no, it was not exactly that. There had bee 


agreement, no, understanding, between Mr. Strandlund and myself 


that $10,000 would be paid for it. 


I was only ciscassing it at this point with Mr. Strandlund in view 
of what you could do with it, having expended $10,000 on using this 
piece of literature, but actually I don’t think at that point that M 
Strandlund—I did not get the impression at that point that M: 


Strandlund—had agreed to an expenditure of $10,000. I think 
came a little later. 
Mr. Moore. How much later? 


Mr. Sempre. Well, I think that my recollection of it is that pei 
haps a week later at this first meeting of Senator Mc( Carthy wit 
myself when Mr. Strandlund introduced me to Senator MeCarthy. 


at that time he advised me that he had agreed to purchase the mani 
script from Senator McCarthy, and he then asked me to take Senat 





SEMPLI Phat 
first of Novembe1 
Mir. Moorr. At 
On) 2 
\ir. SEMPLI 
\ir. Moore. 
dence Of nik 
Mir. Strandlund 4 
Mr. Semeie. That’ rl 
Mr. Moorsr. It was Mi 
right i 
Mr. Sempre. ‘That is correct. 
Mir. Moore. As of that time did you hot also have at thie 
Corp. in Columbus a public-relations counsel ¢ 
Mr. Sempre. Well, we had Carl Byo r Associates as publ c-rela 
ons counsel, and a representative of theirs did spend considerable 
time at Columbus; yes. 
Vir. Moore. Was that not a Mr. O’Sullivan 4 
Mr. Sempete. Yes, Mr. O'Sullivan. 
Mr. Moore. You knew Mr. ( Sullivan, did you not i 
Mr. Sempie. Yes, I did. 
Mr. Moorr. Was his opinion with respect to this document, this 
inuseript, requested ¢ 
Mr. Sempre. I don’t think it was, not ahead of the negotiations. I] 
nk Mr. Denton in charge of promotion was the only one L con 
sulted with. 
Mir. Moore. Now you say that you consulted with Mr. Denton 4 
Mr. Sempue.’ Yes. 
Mr. Moorn. Was that, Mr. Semple. before or after the day when 
Mr. Strandlund asked you to work out the details of the arrangement 
th Senator McCarthy ¢ 
Mr. Sempre. Before. That was when the manuscript was first 
esented I discussed it with Mr, Denton, and subsequently, of course, 
tter the signing of the contract I just turned the whole matter ove 
to Mr. Denton, and I never had anything further or any interests in 
matter after that time. 
Senator GILLerre. Counsel, may I interrupt at this time. 
It is 12 o'clock and it ts necessary for some of the members of the 
committee to be on the floor. We meet at lY oO lock, so the com 
ttee will rise and reassemble at 2: ov. 
Mr. Sempre. All right, sir. 
Whereupon, at 1¥ p. m, the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 
at 2:50 p.m. ) 





194 INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The committee reconvened at 2:30 p. m.) 

Present: Senators Gillette (presiding), Hennings, Welker, 
Hendrickson. 

Senator GItLetre. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee meets pursuant to the recess taken just bef 
the lunch hour. At that time, the witness, Mr. Semple, was on | 
stand, and he is here ready to proceed. There are present Senato: 
Hendrickson, Senator Hennings, and the chairman, Senator Gillette 
A quorum is present, and I might add, for the purpose of the record 
and for future meetings, that under the rules of the Committee 
Rules and Administration, a majority of the subcommittee is a quor| 
for the transaction of regular business, but that a lesser number, oi 
or more, may administer oaths and conduct hearings. But in t\ 
meetings so far, we have had a numerical majority, or a quorum, of the 
committee. , 

Mr. Semple, are you ready to proceed ¢ ¢ 

Counsel, will you proceed with your interrogation ¢ 

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


TESTIMONY OF LORENZO SEMPLE—Resumed 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Semple, I believe it would be helpful for the sub 
committee if we at this point reconstruct your testimony up to now 
with respect to the negotiation of the contract. 

It is a fact, is it not, that you first received information from Mi 
Strandlund about the existence of Senator McCarthy’s manuscript 
the latter part of October ? 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. It is also true, is it not, that on or about Novembe: 
1, 1948, you first met Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Semre. I believe that is about the date; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And it is also true, is it not, that on November 12, th 
contract in question here, exhibit No. 3, was executed / 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, as of the Ist of November, on that date, did 
Mr. Strandlund summon you to his office to confer with him and 
Senator McCarthy ? 

Senator Henprickson. The Ist of November of 1948 / 


Mr. Moore, That is right, sir. 
Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir, about that date, the 1st of November. ( 
Mr. Moore, Yes, sir. Assuming that was the date, was there a meet 
ing in Mr. Strandlund’s office ? 
Mr. Sempir. That is right. My office was next door to Mr. Strand : 
lund’s executive assistant, and his secretary asked me to step into | 
office, which I did, and was introduced to Senator McCarthy. And : 


Mr. Strandlund then advised me that he had agreed to helping Senator 
MeCarthy with the publication. I believe that was the way it was put 1 
Mr. Moore. Your recollection is that Mr. Strandlund said, 
have agreed to publish this manuscript” ? 
Mr. Sempre. That is right, and asked me if I would not sit down C 
with Senator McCarthy and work out some kind of arrangement for 
bringing this about; so I asked Senator McCarthy then if he would 
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come into my office, which he did, and I believe we discussed it 
perhaps for three-quarters of an hour to an hour, perhaps. 

Mr. Moore. During this three-quarter hour conference, you dis- 
cussed the various terms of the contract which finally evolved and 
which was signed on November 12, 1948; is that correct? 

Mr. Semper. Yes, sir. At the beginning, Senator McCarthy told 
me first-hand about his investigations and his travels with the com- 
mittee, the hearings on housing, and we first of all discussed whether 
or not it should be published under a guaranteed circulation by Lus- 
tron, or whether we would buy the thing, and I told the Senator that 
we would want to control—we thought it advisable that we would 
take it, and at that point then I started getting into some of the 
conditions which later turned up to be the points of this contract, 
formalized into a contract. 

Mr. Moore. Now, it is clear, is it not, that as of that time, which 
we have established to be on or about November 1, 1948, = one 
element in the entire negotiations had been already decided by Mr. 
Strandlund, and that was the payment of $10,000; is that sonibett 

Mr. Semeur. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. So that the other matters were matters with respect to 
royalties and guaranteed distribution ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. Circulation, and our right to use the manuscript in 
whichever way we deemed best for the interests of Lustron, and his 
agreement to keep the information up to date in the future at such 
time as the law might be changed. 

Mr. Moorr. Then, as of November 1, you were two parties sitting 
down to negotiate a contract ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. That is right.si 

Mr. Moorr. You representing the Lustron Corp. and Senator Me- 

‘arthy acting on his own behalf; is that not so? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Did you have your counsel with you at that time? 

Mr. Semeue. No, sir: not in the room. 

Mr. Moorr. Who drafted the contract, incidentally, which was la- 
ter developed ¢ 

Mr. Semper. I believe, if I remember correctly, that after that 
meeting 1 took Senator McCarthy back to Mr. Strandund’s office, and 
eft, and probably the next day or the next time I saw Mr. James 
Conger, of Bell, Boyd & M: arshall, who were their general counsel, 
with offices in Chicago, Mr. Conger was assigned to the Lustron Co., 
nd he always spent Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays at 
Columbus, and we worked very close together in a great many prob- 
lems and negotiations that we were carrying on at = it time. Prob- 
bly within a day, the next time I saw Mr. Conger, I advised him of 
his arrangement, and asked him to draw up a contract, and I 
probably handed him some very rough penciled notes that I had 
made, 

Mr. Moore. That was following your conference on or about Novem- 
ber 1? 

Mr. Sempre. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Now, at that conference on or about November 1, did 
Senator McCarthy with you, or you with him, discuss the ia at 
which this booklet might be sold? 
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Mr. Sempte. I do not remember that he did discuss the price. Mr. 
Strandlund and I discussed the price previously. We thought that 
maybe with Senator McCarthy’s name, we could sell this for $1 o 
75 cents, but I do not think that I discussed the actual price with 
Senator McCarthy, because, he having agreed that we could use it in 
any Way we wanted, the pricing of the thing would be up to us. How 
ever, Senator McCarthy—— 

Mr. Moore, Now, just a moment, if I can interrupt. You said that 
he had agreed that you could use it in any way you wanted. Of course. 
there is a provision in the contract, is there not, paragraph 5, whic) 
does give you authority to use the material in such manner as you sa\\ 
fit. But had that agreement been worked out on November 1? 

Mr. Sempie. Oh, yes. That was one of the results of our conversa 
tion. The basic principles were established. 

Mr. Moors. Yes. Now, is it your testimony that you did agree upon 
the provisions contained in paragraph 5 of the contract, but that you 
did not discuss the matter of how much the booklet would be sold for? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes. The understanding was had that what subse 
quently turned into the formalized material in paragraph 5 here was 
agreed on, that we could use the manuscript of Senator McCarthy in 
amongst covers of our own design, and with pictures, and with other 
materials dealing more particularly with the Lustron house, and as 
sales promotion. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Semple, Mr. Strandlund had not made any commit 
ment with Senator McCarthy, had he, concerning the matter of royal 
ties ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. No, sir. I made that. 

Mr. Moore. You made that arrangement ? 

Mr. Semp.e. I created this formula here. 

Mr. Moore. And it was your suggestion, then, that a royalty of 10 
cents per copy on each of the first 100,000 copies sold be paid, and then 
5 cents per copy sold thereafter? That was your suggestion ‘ 

Mr. Sempte. Yes. That is my suggestion on the thing. Asa matter 
of fact, I do not think that that even came out at the first meeting with 
Senator McCarthy. I think that when I got around to polishing up 
the contract, the formula, for the 100,000 copies and 10 cents a copy, 
was developed at that time. 

Mr. Moore. The formula was developed at that time, you say ? 

Mr. Sempie. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. But Mr. Strandlund did not have anything to do with 
the negotiation of that formula ¢ 

Mr. Sempte. No, he did not. 

Mr. Moore. Now, in sitting down at the table with the Senator, you 
representing the Lustron Corp., it was your obligation to look upon 
this from the point of view of the company as a promotional effort, 
was it ¢ 

Mr. Sempce. That is correct. In other words, what I was aiming 
at was to get the fullest use out of the prestige that would be lent to 
this piece of literature by Senator McCarthy’s name. Then, in subse- 
quent efforts, of course, we went on to enlarge this to make it of the 
createst commercial value to the company from the point of view of 
both information and sales, and Mr. Denton can describe to you how 
the final sale price of 35 cents was arrived at, which was based on a 
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combination of merchandising advise and accounting analysis as to 
production costs of the volume, what they were expected to be under 
certain assumed circulations. That was by the accounting depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Moore. Now, at the time of the reaching of the agreement on 
the royalties, did you have any estimate, or did Senator McCarthy 
have any estimate, about the number of copies that would eventually 
be distributed ¢ 

Mr. Semper. Yes; 100,000 copies seemed to be a reasonable—a very 
reasonable—expectation, in view of the experience that Lustron had 
had with distribution of literature and with its mailing list that it 
had; that is, it had a mailing list of people who had inquired volun- 
tarily of Lustron for information in regard to its house, which I 
think amounted to a quarter of a million or a third of a million, which 
were all on mimeographed plates, and that gave you a pretty good 
starting mailing list if you wanted to distribute literature. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, did Senator McCarthy have any idea, or did he 
express any idea to you, as to how many copies might eventually be 
sold ? 

Mr. Sempre. Senator McCarthy was very optimistic as to the ulti- 
mate circulation of this book of his. and he felt that it would get a 
very wide circulation, because housing was a very hot subject at the 
moment, and he did express himself to feel that Lustron was the one 
that was In a position to give it a much wider circulation than any 
other publisher or prefab manufacturer. 

In our first talks he recited to me again the idea that he was contem- 
plating negotiating with other people. He did not mention their 
names, and he did not actually tell me that he had sold or bargained 
from the point of view of price. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, from the point of view of your enthusiasm about 
the expected circulation of this booklet. did he make any reference 
to the price at which it would be sold as having any bearing upon the 
amount of circulation ¢ 

Mr. Sempte. I do not remember. I will not offer a venture. It 
would be natural that he would discuss the subject, that he would like 
to see the price low for a maximum distribution, whereas we probably 
would like to see the price high for maximum profit. Those are the 
two opposing interests that there would be in such a negotiation. 

Mr. Moorr. Who eventually arrived at the 35-cents-per-copy figure ? 

Mr. Sempie. That was eventually arrived at by Mr. Denton, in the 
promotion department, in combination with the advice, I believe, of 
Mr. Simon, an expert on merchandising of pamphlets, and of our 
accounting department, which had made a thorough analysis of pro- 
duetion costs, and a budget set up to amortize the cost of the $10,000, 
and various other produe tion costs, and that was an ordinary practice 
of Lustron in all of its literature. The accounting department would 
fix the price at which it would be distributed to the public or to dealers, 
and their dealers got it at a reduced price. 

Mr. Moore. So I am correct in saying that your answer is that the 

-cent price was worked out by Lustron / d 

Mr. Sempre. That is right; ves, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Now, was the $10,000-fee figure for Senator McCarthy’s 
manuscript worked out by Senator Mc ‘Carthy or Mr. Strandlund, or 
by yourself ? 
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Mr. Sempir. That I do not know. As I say, when I first heard o1 


the manuscript, I also at that same time was advised by Mr. Strand 
lund that Senator McCarthy expected to make at least $10,000 on th 
publication of this document. That was the way it was put. TI neve: 
heard any other figure mentioned. 

Mr. Moore. So that you can answer for yourself, can you not, tha 
you had nothing to do with the $10,000 arrangement ? 

Mr. Semper. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, you had read this m: inuscript, had you not, prio 
to the November 1 meeting with Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And was the manuscript that he brought with him t 
that conference left with you ? 

Mr. Sempre. I read the manuscript, but Senator McCarthy was no! 


at the conference. I remember that the manuscript was handed to 


me by Mr. Strandlund at the first meeting. 
Mr. Moorr. But what I wanted to establish 
Mr. Sempte. So I continued to have that one. 
Mr. Moors. You continued to have that one? 
Mr. Semper. I continued to have that one. 


Mr. Moorr. Would that be in the files of the company, do you 


think? 


Mr. Sempre. [ would imagine so. 


Mr. Moore. Now then, after you reached agreement, substantia! 


agreement, yourself and Senator McCarthy, on the terms of this cor 
tract, on or about November 1, after that basic agreement had bee 


reached, then what occurred? Was there an agreement that you 


would meet again on or about November 12? 

Mr. Sempece. He indicated to me that he was making revisions | 
the manuscript that I had already seen, that it was not in its con 
pleted form, that he was revising and correcting certain informatio: 
in it, and that he would have the manuscript in complete form at a: 
early date. That was at the end of our meeting around November 
Then I believe probably 2 or 3 days before November 12, which woul 


have made it November 9 or 10, I received a phone call in Columbus 


from Senator McCarthy saying that he expected to pass through Co 
lumbus on November 12, and would then have his manuscript in fina 
form, and would I have the contract and its payment ready by that 
time. 

Mr. Moore. Now, that call was made by the Senator to you pe! 
sonally ¢ 


Mr. Sempre. Yes. Mr. Strandlund was not in Columbus at thiat 


time, as | remember. He was away on a business trip. 

Mr. Moore. And he requested that the contract be prepared in fin: 
form, and that the check be ready at that time ? 

Mr. Semeie. Yes. He assumed that I had been working on a co1 
tract, and he just notified me that he would be through there at that 
time prepared to execute whatever contract or discuss it if he had any 
changes. 


Mr. Moore. I assume it your duty, then, to issue an order, to the 


comptroller ¢ 
Mr. Sempte. I did. I wrote a memorandum to the treasurer 1° 
questing a check on the 12th, and gave him the proper entry to mak: 
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on the stub of the voucher—I do not remember what the words were— 
hut. describing this subject matter, and then I confirmed by phone 
with Mr. Strandlund that Senator McCarthy was coming in, that I 
had prepared this contract, which included these various terms in it, 
and that Senator MeCarthy expected the payment for the minimum 
charge at that time, and Mr. Strandlund confirmed that that was his 
understanding. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, on the date of the execution of the contract, 
November 12, did Senator McCarthy bring with him a revised copy of 
the manuscript which you had first seen in the third week of October 4 

Mr. Semper. Yes, sir. He delivered to me at that time the manu- 
-cript, Which was at that time considered to be the final manuscript, 
and which subsequently, for several weeks after that date, he had more 
ind more suggestions and changes and additions and deletions which 
lie kept sending to Columbus. 

Mr. Moore. Now, he continued to revise the document after Novem- 
ber 12; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Sempce. That is right. He revised and improved it, according 
to his intention. 

Mr. Moore. But on November 12, 1948, was it your understanding 
that this was the finished product ¢ 

Mr. Semeur. Subject always to any corrections he might make, 
which were provided, if he found the information and he was in a 
position more fully to amplify it. As I say, he did not, directly with 
me, because after that time I turned this entire matter over to Mr. 
Denton, and had the promotion department do the editorial work and 
the mechanics of getting this out. 

Mr. Moorr. Yes. Now, on the 12th of November, when you had 
the $10,000 document in your hands, did you feel, as an officer of the 
company, that it was in shape for publication by your corporation 

Mr. Sempre. It was as represented that it would be, and whatever 
ultimate use we made of it was still to be done. At that point, it was 
not our intention to publish that alone. By that time, my recollection 
s that we had determined to use this material of Senator McCarthy’s 

an expanded booklet ourselves. 

Mr. Moore. You think at that time you had made that determina- 


tion ¢ 


Mr. Sempece. I think we had. 

Mr. Moore. And did Senator McCarthy understand that, too, do 
you know ¢ 

Mr. Sempce. He should have understood it, because that was a point 
that was discussed at our meeting around the Ist. That was in the 
ontract, and so provided for, that we could use it. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, is it nota fact, Mr. Semple, that vou or your com- 
pany found it necessary shortly after the signing of the contract to 
ngage a writer to popularize this material so that you night later 
publish it ¢ 

Mr. Sempie. I would say we found it advisable and expeditious to 
do that, yes. 

Mr. Moore. Are you drawing a distinction between “advisable” and 
“necessary”? Is that right? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, I was drawing that. I think it could have served 
some use, and considerable use, if it was published just as it was. But 
it certainly turned out to be a much better publication, even at the 
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expense of repetition. A great deal of the part that now appears 
tables and in questions and answers is repetitious of material inelud 
in text form in the Senator’s section of the book, which was there ! 
the time. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, is it your testimony that the original manuser)))) 
sold to your company was such as would be of help to the GI in lear 
ing what he could do about his home problem, about purchasing 
home ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. It was not only of help to the GI; it was of help to our 
own dealers and of help to our own promotional salespeople, who 
were trying to explain how to go about buying a house. It was use 
I think—excerpts of it were used almost immediately, long before this 
was published. It was anticipated, of course, that this book would he 
gotten up and published and advertised sometime around January. 
But a conflict arose in the advertising material which had already bee: 
set up in Life magazine, with a coupon in it for this other publicatio; 
So this was never offered, as I understand it, until April or May of 
1949. So we did not have much of a chance to get rolling before the 
adverse publicity that was being issued in connection with Lustron, 
from the summer of 1949 on. 

Mr. Moore. Now, Mr. Semple, it is true, is it not, that the booklet 
which we have here, identified as exhibit No. 18, perhaps less than 
one-third of that booklet consists of the manuscript prepared by Se: 
ator McCarthy as later revised ? 

Mr. Sempie. That is correct. But as I say, a great many of the 
tables are repetitions and rearrangements of the material that is in 
Senator McCarthy's manuscript. 

Mr. Moore. But is it not true that a great many of the tables that 
vou speak of actually are tables of amortization and that kind of 
thing, with specific figures as to monthly payments on interest and 
on principal, and certainly that was not ‘something which you could 
pull out of the body of that article prepared by Senator McCarthy; 
is that not right ? 

Mr. Sempre. No. I say there are illustrations of material that was 
in Senator McCarthy’s article. I do not have the booklet before me. 
But I think—— 

Senator Hennrnes. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Hennings. 

Senator Henntnes. Do I understand, Mr. Semple, that this part of 
the business that goes on here from page 27 to page 64, asin the 
style of, “Wanted: A Dollar’s Worth of Housing for Every Dollar 
Spent,” by Joe McCarthy, United States Senator from Wisconsin, 
vice chairman of the Joint Committee on Housing, followed by this 
introduction, was, up to and including page 64, the material submit 
ted by Senator McCarthy? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. 

Senator HenninGs. Now, some of it was rewritten thereafter fol- 
lowing Senator McCarthy’s own editing and deletions and additions 
right? 

Mr. Semete. Yes, sir. 

Senator Henntneés. Who wrote the business about— 

I walked out of the building, down the gray stone steps past some spectators 
and witnesses who had appeared at the hearings that day, and crossed to the 


eurb. 
“Taxi. 
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‘Suddenly a small woman stepped between me and the waiting cab. 

“Just what do you mean, anyway?” 

Who wrote that kind of stuff? You fellows? 

Mr. Semper. Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Hennincs. Who? 

Mr. Sempie. Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Henninos. That was not anything that you boys put in? 

Mr. Sempre. No, sir. This is the first time I have seen this for 

long while, but that was the way the first document or excerpt 
vas, there. 

Senator HenninGs. How about all this about— 

I believe I know you, the reader, and your housing problem. 

First of all, you’re married, probably have a family, and definitely want a 
reasonably priced place to live. Your income is modest. 

Whose business is that, all this ? 

Mr. Sempre. That is Senator McCarthy. Everything between these 
pages was his authorship. 

Senator Hennings, Does anything, then, appearing between pages 
27 and 64—is any of that your own verbiage, or editions, or is it as 
Senator McCarthy submitted it ? 

Mr. Semper. Subject to the qualifications that Mr. Denton might 
make later on, it is my understanding that we did not pen or pencil— 
we did not write this. 

Senator Hennines. This is the magnum opus as revised by Senator 
McCarthy ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hennines. And you fellows did not do anything, any 
tinkering or fooling around with it? 

Mr. Sempue. No. 

Senator Henninas. You prese rved the text in its pristine state 

ofar as it eventually came to you; right / 

Mr. Sempie. That is correct, sir. 

Senator HENNINGs. I was not quite clear as to who made the re 
visions and where, and who the author really was. 

Phank you. 

Mr. Moors. The tables to which you referred a moment ago, Mr. 
vn are for example the tables which appear at pages 14 and 

. showing the appraisal value of the home, the maximum loan as 
percentage of value, maximum amount of loan, minimum down pay- 
nent, maximum maturity in years, interest, and prince ipal, mortgage 
usurance premium, hazard insurance, real-estate taxes, and ‘so on? 

Mr. Spmpie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moors. Now, all of that was original preparation, was it not, 
by your people ¢ 

Mr. Semper. That is right; ves, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. And is that not true also of the tables which appear 

pages 16 and 17, and page 19? 

Mr. Sempie. Tassume it is,sir. I had nothing to do with the prep 
aration of these tables. I assume it did. 

Mr. Moore. How about the listing of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion regional offices at pages 20, 21, and 22? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir; that is all prepared by Mr. Simon. 

Mr. Moore. That was prepared by whom? 

Mr. Sempir. Mr. Simon, or Mr. Denton. 
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Mr. Moore. Do you think that it might be through inadvertence th: 
the list of regional offices was inserted in the Congressional Bécord 
by Senator McC arthy on June 19, 1950, as being part of his 
preparation ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. What is that, again? 

Mr. Moore. The Veterans’ Administration regional offices containe:| 
at pages 20, 21, and 22 of this booklet do appear at page 84770, Co 
gressional Record, June 19, 1950, at the time when Senator MeCart}), 
inserted the text of his m: inuscript in the Congressional Record, | 
gether with the letters to which we referred yesterday. Would yo 
say that that was an error, that that was not properly part of |} 
preparation, and should not have been included ¢ 

Mr. Sempce. I would not know about that, sir. It certainly is not 
in his manuscript here. 

Mr. Moore. Now, I direct your attention to the questions and a 
swers appearing at pages 65 and following, 65 to 69 of the booklet, 
entitled “Answers to Questions F requently Asked About Financing 
Your Home with FHA-Insured and VA-Guaranteed Loans.” 

Was that part of your preparation, do you know ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir; that is part of our preparation. I believe that 
that is Mr. Simon’s. 

Mr. Moore. And if that was also included as it was in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 19, 1950, as part of the Senator’s original prep 
aration, would you think that was erroneous, also? 

Mr. Sempre. I would, yes, sir. I am not speaking of my first-hai 
knowledge here when I say this, because I do not “recollect tbe 
that list of offices of the VA was or was not attached to the original 
manuscript of Senator McCarthy. I do not recollect seeing it. Our 
staff here, or Mr. Denton, could give you the full answer on that. 

Senator Giuterre. Mr. Semple, you say you could not answer of 
your first-hand knowledge ? 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gittette. Mr. Strandlund has been on the stand for 
days or more, and he says he cannot answer from his first-hand know! 
edge, but that perh: aps you or someone else could. 

Mr. Semrte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Now, your company bought something of Sena 
tor MeCarthy and paid $10,000 for it. 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. You signed the contract. 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gittetre. Now, if you do not know what you bought, \ 
does / 

Mr. Semexe. All I can assume is that what I bought, and whiat 
Lustron received, was what appears under the — of Senato! 
McCarthy. Mr. Denton, who would have prepared, « r Mr. Simo: 
who would have prepared the rest of this document, ortithats wher 
they are here, can tell you whether they prepared it or not. I 
assuming that it is not theirs, these statements. 

Senator Gitterre. Pardon me, Mr. Semple. But you are a b) 
nessman of long experience, and you were sought in connection \ 
this Lustron enterprise, and you went into it—I am going to ask 
you later with reference to your own individual money that you put 
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into it—but you went into it, and you as a businessman are not in the 
habit of spending $10,000 of your money or anyone for whom you are 
an agent, without knowing what you are buying; is that not true? 

Mr. Sempe.e. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. What did you buy for the $10,000? Exactly 
what did you buy when you signed the contract? If you do not know, 
will you tell us who does know, so that we can get the information ? 

Mr. Semece. Sir, | cannot undertake to remember, after 314 years, 
what were the words or the text of a contract. The records of Lustron 
would show what it was that was actually delivered. At the time I 
would have known what it was. But whether these tables, that are 
not now included, were included, my assumption is that they were not. 

Senator Ginterre. Senator Hendrickson wanted to ask a question. 

Senator Henprickson. As I understand your testimony this morn- 

. Mr. Semple, you said that you met with Senator McCarthy, and 
that he had this m: muscript W ith hin, is that correct / 

Mr. Semeue. That is right. 

Senator Henprickson, And you saw the manuscript / 

Mr. Sempte. Yes. 

Senator HENDRICKSON. Now, that manuscript was typewritten, was 
t not ¢ 

Mr. Sempece. That is right; ves, sir. 

Senator Henprickson. And what you bought, as I get your testi- 
nony, Was this typewritten manuseript / 

Mr. Sempre. That is right. 

Senator Henprickson. And then, as 1 understood your testimony 
further, you said that after you bought the manuscript, that was 
iurned over to somebody else and you “did not have any more to do 
with it? 

Mr. Semper. That is right; ves, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Very well. Then can you refresh your recollec- 
tion by referring to the document which you have in your hand, in 
which’ was embodied the manuscript that you bought, and tell us 
what pages in there, or what portion of that, you bought for the 
S1L0,000 4 

Mr. Semeie. May I consult with my associates / 

Senator GILLETTE. Surely. 

Mr. Semeie. I Am advised that there was a number of questions 
ind answers that came up from Senator McCarthy’s office. Whether 

hese are the exact questions and answers or whether these were 
omewhat changed, my associates do not exactly recollect. Also, this 
list of the VA offices could have come to us amongst these amend 

ents that I referred to some time ago from Senator McCarthy’s 
oflice. 

Senator Gitterre. That would be in accordance, of course—— 

Mr. Semete (interposing). With his testimony. 

Senator GILLETTE (continuing). With provision 4 of your contract ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Ginterre. Under which for 5 years he was to supply revi 
sions and addenda and keep the book current. But at the time you 

ought it, at the time you bought the manuscript for which you 

tid the $10,000 in cash, this added revision material was not. in 

ided; is that not true / 
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Mr. Sempre. That is right, sir. He would have sent that in withi: 
several weeks afterwards. He continued—— 

Senator Gitterre. Now, I will repeat my question. I do not want 
to be unreasonable. But we are awfully anxious to get the fact: 
Can you tell us what was included in the manuscript that you bought. 
for which you paid the $10,000 ¢ 

Mr. Semper. My best judgment of the matter, without having th 
original manuscript before me, is that the manuscript that was rsul 
mitted on the 12th, subject to, perhaps, revisions, was substanti: ally 
in the shape appearing here from pages 27 to 64. 

Senator Ginterre. I thank you. 

Mr. Semper. That is my best recollection, sir. 

Senator Giuterre. Thank you. 

Senator Hrennines. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator GILLerrr. Senator Hennings. 

Senator Henntnos. Going on here to page 71, chapter IT, “You 
house _ your lot plus your community equals your home,” and o 
page 02 

In appraising the setting, think of it in terms of a ring that vou might bu 
for a girl. The house is the precious stone. The lot is the mounting. Th: 
hand on which the ring will be worn is the immediate neighborhood.  Althoug! 
the stone is magnificent it will not have the slightest appeal if the mounting 
is unattractive. Even if both the stone and the mounting are beautiful the: 
Will not be shown off to the best advantage if they are worn on a hand that is 
not sufficiently handsome. 

Who is the author of that, Mr. Semple? And did you review that 
and approve that, being put in this beoklet ? 

Mr. Sempre. I do not know who the author is—— 

Senator Hennines. Did you buy that? Or who is the unsung 
author of that little lyricism / 

Mr. Sempte. Sir, I believe that Mr. Simon is the author of that, and 
I think it is excellent material. I think that it is very difficult t 
say anything about a subject quite as prosaic as the FHA financing. 
but in this instance here, he was able to reach quite lyrical heights 

Senator Hennings. It is certainly moonlit lyricism, we might say, 
might we not? 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennines. You do not know who that 1s/ 

Mr. Sempie. Yes. I remember that particular paragraph that | 
was very favorably impressed by it when I first saw it. 

Senator Hennines. But you do not know whio first wrote it / 

Mr. Sempre. Mr. Simon, who ts here. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Simon wrote all that ¢ 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gutterre. Very well, Counsel. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Semple, it is true, is it not, that you paid to M 
Simon a fee of $2,000 for his work in the preparation of the booklet 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Now, is it not true, as a matter of simple arithmeti: 
that the twenty-seven-and-some-odd pages included in the article pr 
pared by Senator McCarthy, and the rest of the book, cost vou a tota! 
of $12,000, just for authors’ fees 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then. the two-thirds of the book, however, 
you only $2,000; is that mght 4 


/ 
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Mr. Semrte. I daresay there were additional expenses besides those 
<2 .000, in the sense of overhead and administration costs of Mr. 
Denton and his office and assistants. 

Mr. Moore. Just for the authors, however, it was only a matter of 
sv.000 for the other two-thirds of the booklet ? 

Mr. Sempte. That is’correct. 

Mr. Moore. Do you think thi at was quite fair to Mr. Simon ‘ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Moore. Is it not a fact. Mr. Semple, that what you were really 
doing here as is very often done in other enterprises, is purchasing a 
name ¢ : 

Mr. Semere. To a very a extent. As Mr. Strandlund testi 
fied, it was probably about 50-50. 

Mr. Moore. Do you think i was 50-50 or possibly something more ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. No. I still think the material was very good, and I] 
remember very well my first Impression when I first read Senator Me- 

Carthy’s material on housing. This thing was scattered all over the 
place in 10 or 15 acts and amendments, and this was the first time that 

had come to my knowledge or to anybody in our organization out 
there, in a condensed presentation of the thing. And the material was 
vood. 

Senator Giuterre. And you think that the material was worth 
$5,000, and the prestige of the name was worth $5,000 ¢ 

Mr. Semeie. No, sir. I am not putting dollar values on 

Senator Gitterre. You said 50-50, for which you paid $10,000. 
That would be $5,000 each. 

Mr. Sempre. I said that Mr. Strandlund testified that he had in 
consideration 50 percent for the name. 

Senator Giutterre. But you would not change that percentage, or 
ratio, vourself ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. I was not asked to change it. 

Senator Giuterrr. You were asked a question by counsel, 
thought that was about right. 

Mr. Semete. Yes. [think that 50-50 is rough justice. 

Senator Gitterre. That is about right. And that would be 35.000 
forthe material and $5,000 for the prestige of the name / 

Mr. Sempre. That is correct; yes, sir; although I] would like to add 
that neither $5,000 would have gone without the other 85.000. 

Mr. Moorr. You testified, did you not, Mr. Semple, that you you 
self were not given an opportunity to appraise the value of this thing 
as to whether it was worth $10,000 to your corporation: is that not so / 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Moorr. You were not asked by Mr. Strandlund, the president 
of the corporation, your opinion as to whether it was worth $10,000? 

ae Sempie. Not in so m: iny words. We discussed the matter for 

‘first trme when he told me it was $10,000, what Senator McCarthy 
cme ted of the thing. We never got down to really trying to reduce 
ttoa formula and see just exactly what it was worth. 

Mr. Moorr. You Say that the Senator expected $10,000. Now, did 
Senator McCarthy say to you whether he had to split this fee with 
invone else ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. No, sir. He never said that he had to split a fee. 
He did tel] me at that conversation—I believe it was then—it must have 
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been then—that he was receiving the help of some researchers, who 
were digging out facts and correcting his manuscript for him anid 
feeding him facts on this thing as he was writing this, and he left me 
very definitely with the impression that he was paying them for doing 
that work for him. 

Mr. Moore. He left you with that impression / 

Mr. Semeue. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Were they researchers in his office or researche: 
in other Government agence ies ? 

Mr. Sempre. No; I do not think so. I think in other Government 
agencies. I got the impression that they were doing some homework 
for him. 

Mr. Moore. Was that conveyed to you by intimations that he had 
large eXpenses In connection with this? 

Mr. Sempute. Yes. He naturally wanted to make the expenses sound 
as high as possible. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, there was not an arrangement, was there, unde: 
the contract whereby it was $10,000 plus expenses ? 

Mr. Sempre. No, sir. It was none of our business what Senator 
MeCarthy did with the $10,000 that we paid him. 

Mr. Moorr. No. And the expenses were not part of the arrange 
ment / 

Mr. Sempie. No, sir. It had nothing to do with us. 

Mr. Moore. But a reference was made by him—that is, to you 
recollection—to the matter of expenses / 

Mr. Sempre. That is right. He indicated that he had been put to 
considerable expense as well as to considerable effort and time i! 
getting together this manuscript. 

Mr. Moore. Let me ask you this, Mr. Semple. At what point in) 
time did you cease to have anything to do with this publication / 

Mr. Sempce. Right after I ‘engaged the services of Mr. Simon, 

Mr. Moore. Isee. Now, when did you engage Mr. Simon’s services ‘ 

Mr. Sempre. I guess it was—I think my memory has been re 
freshed—it was about Thanksgiving that I was in New York, and 
dropped into the office of Mr. Swinehart. And by that time, M: 
Thomas O'Sullivan, who was a resident agent of Carl Byoir and Asso 
clates, who spent most of his time in Columbus—he had received « 
copy of the manuscript and had sent it in to his office so that they 
would have it by the time I got there. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, it was a few days after November 12 that 
Simon was brought into the picture? 

Mr. Semreie. No. It was sometime around Thanksgiving. It must 
have been. 

Mr. Moore. Around Thanksgiving? 

Mr. Sempie. Yes. 

Mr. Moorr. At that time you ceased to have anything more to do 
with the publication ? 

Mr. Sempre. I got a few telephone calls from Senator McCarthy, 
which I switched over to Mr. Denton. 

Mr. Moore. But as of that time, it was Semple and Simon ? 

Mr. Semeie. It was matters that had to do with texts or chang 
that had to do with his edition. He was very jealous of his prerog: 
tives as an author. 

Mr. Moore. Who was that ? 
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Mr. Semp.e. Senator McCarthy. 

Mr. Moore. He was jealous of his prerogatives as an author ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. And I pointed out to him the clause in the 
contract that he had already signed that gave us considerable latitude 
in the treatment of any material that he submitted. 

Mr. Moore. I see. Mr. Semple, how did you feel about the prospects 
of Lustron Corp. in November of 1948, when this transaction was 
consummated 4 

Mr. Semeur. As I said earlier this morning, I joined the Lustron 
Corp., I believe it was August 15, 1948, and immediately prior to that 
time, in helping myself to make the decision whether or not to join 
Lustron, I had investigated Lustron as carefully as I could. I had 
vone into its prospects and its past history with the vice president of 

Manufacturers Trust Co, who at that time were their prince ipal 
banking relation. I had known previously personally, through busi- 
ness, the engineer at Stone & Webster, who had been responsible for 
the favorable report to the REC on the concept of the Lustron plant 
ind house, and I checked through other engineering firms of mine 
onthe house. I had checked on the business reputation of Mr. Strand- 
lund and his attainments in Chicago, Vitreous Enamel, and building 
tanks during the war, and his knowledge as an engineer and produe- 
tion man. I had checked on his integrity in his dealings with the 
political aspects of this Lustron, and had received a very favorable 
impression as to the prospects of Lustron. Now, that was the be- 
vinning of August. 

Mr. Moore. Excuse me, sir. 

Mr. Sempre. August 1948. Certainly there had been no change in 

the situation whatsoever 2 months later by October, when we were 
considering this matter. As far as the financial situation of Lustron, 
Mr. Strandlund touched on it this morning, but I would like to make 
clear that at the inception of the company in October 1947, it had 
received approval of a loan of $15,500,000 for physical plant, and all 
of that money was earmarked to supplies of tools and machinery. It 
had also received a $10,000,000, a short-term loan, for working-capital 
purposes, and the way the RFC operated was that once that approval 
of the $10,000,000 was there, they did not give you the $10,000,000, 
but each time you needed money for working funds, it was a routine 
matter for the comptroller and counsel to go from Columbus up to 
Cleveland to the disbursing office at Cleveland, about once a month or 
very 2 months or so, and obtain $500,000 or $1,000,000. And all 
through the period of 1948—— 

Senator Henntnes. You say that was routine ‘ 

Mr. Sempie. Yes, sir; because the loan had been approved. It 
required no approval in Washington; no contact at.all. 

Senator Hennines. You were drawing ? 

Mr. Sempie. We were drawing on a line of credit that had been 
established for us. So Lustron was not seeking loans. Lustron was 
nere ly going to the disbursing office and filing the nec essary docu- 
nents of no adverse ch ange, the purpose for which the disbursements 

vere being made, and it was receiving disbursements. It did not 
ipply for an additional loan until, I believe it was, January or 
lebruary 1949, 

so, to sum it up, it is my very strong belief that Lustron was in a 
sound financial condition during 1948. That is, sound within the 
plans for that type of operation. 
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Mr. Moore. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gintetre. Senator Hennings ¢ 

Senator Henninés. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Giuerrr. Senator Hendrickson, do vou have some question: 
you want to ask the witness ¢ 

Senator Henprickson. Yes. 

Mr. Semple, as I recall the testimony this morning, you said that you 
left Lustron because it was coming to be politically dominated. That 
was your testimony’ Did I get that correc tly ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. Yes. I have said that. What I meant to convey was 
that there was a threat that it could become politically dominated. 

Senator Henprickson. Will you describe for the committee some 
examples which led you to this conclusion ¢ 

Mr. Sempete. It was pretty well all summed up by the report that 
Mr. Strandlund made to us, the board, upon his return from this con 
ference, which I believe was the 7th of July, in Washington, Mr. Dun 
ham’s office, and other members of the RFC, in which. for reasons 
which did not develop fully at that time, but were only discovere«| 
later on, they were advocating to Mr. Strandlund, and exerting great 
pressure on him, because they were dangling over him the $1, (000,000) 
that we needed to meet the payroll on Friday, and they really had a 
great force in their arguments for him to cut down on his advertising 
and dismiss his executive staff and go in just about the opposite 
direction of what you would when you were trying to get a large 
enterprise up to its feet and in operation. It subsequently developed 
that they had their own idea as to who they felt should be put into 
this company. 

Senator Henprickson. I understood you to say in reply to counsel 
that at the time this contract was executed, you had great hopes for 
the prospects of Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Semper. Yes, sir. We all did: everybody that was connected 
with it. One fact that was gratifying to all of us who fought the 
battle of Lustron was that the little Lustron houses, of which there 
were 25 erected, are now selling for about $25,000 without the assur 
ance of a replacement-of-parts market, other than the warehousing 
of the parts that were there. They are selling in Washington. ‘They 
were advertised, I understand, here for $17.000 and $18,000. We 
probably were attempting to merchandise this article too ¢ heaply unde! 
the pressure of solving the housing problems. But it was a good 
product. 

Senator Henprickson. When did you first start to lose confidenc: 
in the operation / 

Mr. Sempre. In the spring of 1949, May or June, the rumor started 
circulating that the RFC was not going to stand behind the company. 
Now, we were on 60-day 

Senator Henprickson. That was 6 months or more after the execu 
tion of the contract @ 

Mr. Semptx. Oh, yes. That was in the summer of 1949. It all hap- 
pened pretty rapidly, once your credit rug is pulled out from unde: 
vou. We were operating with 60-day notes, and the first real danger 
signal that I ran into was the matter of obtaining performance bonds 
for bidding for large contracts with military services. At that time 
we were negotiating all through the spring and winter for some two 
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thousand or three thousand houses for the Strategic Air Command 
at their various bases which had been reactivated throughout the 
country. And in order to bid on those, you had to post a perform: ince 
bond, which, of course—we were negotiating with those companies in 
the America Fore Group Insurance Co., and I spent many, many hours 
ind several visits with Mr. Frank Christianson, the president ‘of that 
ompany, and finally on my knees induced him to give us a bond for 
one Army-camp bid. But then the bonding companies got afraid of 
the situation. And with that, we were not then in a position to bid on 
large housing projects that we were to erect ourselves. But it was 
not until the late spring and early summer of 1949 that it looked as 
f we were not going to receive sufficient working capital to get us over 
the hump. 

Senator Henprickson. And that was about the time that the politics 
started to get into the operation ; is that so? 

Mr. Sempue. Yes, sir, I am not attempting to pass judgment on 
whether additional money should have been given or should not have, 
but it just became apparent to me that what was once a white-haired 
boy was turning into pretty much of a skunk. 

Senator HenpricKson. At any rate, it was obnoxious to you 4 

Mr. Sempzte. That is right. 

Senator Henpricxson. Thank you. 

Senator GitLerre. Senator Welker? 

Senator WeLker. | have no questions. 

Senator Gittetrrr. Mr. Semple, there are just a few questions I want 
to ask you in connection with the developing of this contract which is 
so important to the subcommittee. 

The testimony of Mr. Strandlund yesterday, at page 144, Mr. 
Strandlund said in response to a question, as to when the contract was 
drawn— 

That I do not know. I didn’t participate in drawing it up. As I said, Mr 
Semple negotiated and formulated the contract. 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Sempir. Yes, sir. I prepared the contract. 

Senator Gitterre. You are the one who negotiated the contract, and 
you are the one who formulated or agreed to its formulation / 

Mr. Sempce. Correct. 

Senator Gitterre. You did not actually write it? 

Mr. Semper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gituerre. Do you re member who prep ired the contract ? 

Mr. Semptr. It was done by—my recollection is, by our counsel, Mr. 
James Conger, and myself. 

Senator Gitterre. I see. Now, just a short time ago you were dis- 
cussing with the subcommittee what you actually bought for the 
$10,000. Now, section 1 of this contract states in part as follows: 

McCarthy does hereby sell, assign, transfer, and set over unto Lustron, its 
successors and assigns, to its own proper use and benefit the manuscript of a 
certain book of which McCarthy is the author and proprietor, entitled “Wanted: 
A Dollar’s Worth of Housing for Every Dollar Spent.” 

Now, that is what you bought ? 

Mr. Sempre. Correct. 

Senator Gituerre. And you did not buy anything else ? 

Mr. Sempre. That is correct. 
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Senator Gutterre. That is correct. Now, almost immediately, or 
by that I mean within 2 weeks, I think you said around Thanks 
giving time—this was the 12th of November—you hired a gentleman. 
by the name of Simon to amplify this material and write some ad 
ditional material that was to be used in the booklet; is that true’ 

Mr. Sempie. Yes, sir, but with the qualification that the reason 
for hiring Mr. Simon was to give this a particularly Lustron flavor 
and a prefabri icated house flavor, not merely to rewrite that part 
of the text that had been already submitted. 

Senator Gitterre. Yes. But in section 5 of your contract, there 
was also the provision that Lustron could edit, annotate, amplify. 
er and illustrate the same, and publish it in your name, Mc 

Carthy’s name, or any other name ? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitierre. Does that not indicate that at the time you 
signed the contract you did not consider that you were purchasing 
a finished opus, that you were buying material that you expected 
to amplify, and did in fact amplify e 

Mr. Semeue. That is correct, sir. We had the right to do that. 

Senator Ginterre. You certainly did. 

Mr. Sempte. That is right. 

Senator Gitterre. But the point I am inquiring about is that whe 
you purchased it, you did not understand, or did not believe that you 
were purchasing a finished work; that it would need revision, ampli 
fication, and/or ee il material before vou published it? 

Mr. Semeue. I do not remember, Senator, whether at that point 
we had formulated our ideas as to just how the end product would 
be used, but we certainly wanted the right to move in any direction 
that we wanted to at that time. But we did expect that Senator 
McCarthy would continue to feed in, as he had said he would, ma 
terial, and if he had any better ideas, that he would send them to u- 
and we would include them, or if we had any ideas, we were going 
to feel free to tell him how we would like to have it changed. 

Senator Gitterre. That was provided in section 4, that he would 
do that without additional compensation ¢ 

Mr. Sempie. Yes. That was in the future. But I meant change: 
that we wanted him to change, even the things that were withi 
the section over his signature; we would have the right to do that 

Senator Giuterre. Mr, Strandlund, I believe, in reply to a ques 
tion of mine, stated that you did not copyright the book. I believ: 
he must have been mistaken because it carried a statement on the 1 
side cover that it was copyrighted. 

Mr. Sempete. I note that here, yes, sir. 

Senator Gmuterre. And your company, Lustron, did in fact app!) 
for the copyright, and receive it / 

Mr. Sempre. I assume so,sir. I donot know that. 

Senator Gittetre. I wanted to correct that, because I am sure that 
Mr. Strandlund misunderstood. 

Now, you also stated a little while ago that one reason why yo 
wanted to purchase this manuscript outright was that you wanted t: 
control it. What did you have in mind by that ? 

Mr. Sempte. This type of control, to use it in any way that wi 
wished for the benefit of Lustron as a selling argument for Lustre 
houses, and for Lustron FHA financing. 
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Senator GILLerre. And you wanted to control the marketing of it 
Mr. Sempte. That is right: yes, sir. 

Senator Giutetre. In any way you saw fit. 

Mr. Semeur. Rather than only subsidize its publication through 
somebody else. 

Senator GiLLerre. ‘There is a matter that disturbed me, Mr. Semple, 
in this whole procedure. I believe that Mr. Strandlund indicated that 
when he first broached this subject to you, he told you that Senator 
McCarthy wanted $10,000 for his manuscript. Is that correct / 

Mr. Sempete. Yes, sir. 

Senator GittetTr. Then the provision in the contract for a royalty 

f 10 cents a copy on the first 100,000 copies sold was not in fact a 
rovalty—of course, it is the basis of the figure, since 10 cents times 
100,000 is $10,000—but the coinpensation to Senator McCarthy was 
not contingent on sales: it was an outright purchase for $10,000 / 

Mr. Sempre. That is right. 

Senator Guetrr. And the provision of a 10-cent royalty on the 
first 100,000 was merely reflecting a payment in advance that was 
already agreed on ¢ 

Mr. Semper. If you will notice that paragraph 6, which IT believe 
you are referring to—— 
~ Senator Giuietre. Yes. 

Mr. Semper. You will see, first, “* * * to pay MeCarthy a roy 
alty of ten (10) cents per copy on each of the first one-hundred 
thousand (100,000) copies sold or distributed by it”—in other words, 
[ had in mind that we would want to distribute free through our own 
dealers probably a great many copies. I believe the record for that 
ou this morning indicates that maybe 90 percent of these first ones 

ere sold, and 10} percent were probably distr ibuted. Now, the second 

cents a copy is limited only to “sold thereafter.’ 

So as I look back on this, it looks a little complicated, but there was 
a definite reason for putting it this way. The reason was that on 

your first 100,000 copies, 10,000 of which would probably be dis 
tributed, at that point we were obligated to pay the $10,000, and not 
$9,000. However, if we distributed after that, it was only to be on 

e basis that we receive revenue, that any additional royalty would 
ever be paid. 

Senator Giuterre. I see vour distinction. But you were to pay the 
*10,000 no matter whether you sold 1 or 10 or 100,000 4 

Mr. Sempre. That is right. That was a minimum. If we distrib 

ted them all, we would have paid the $10,000. 

Senator GitteTrre. So in effect, it was simply a purchase of his 
rights to the manuscript for the sum of $10,000 ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gitetre. To be sold or distributed ? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. We were not book publishers. We were not 
primarily interested in making money out of the publication of this 
book. We were primarily interested in advance ing the sale of houses 
ind we hoped to get the bait back. 

Senator Gitterre. And there was no implication that you under- 
stood, or anybody could understand under this that if you did not 
dispose of 100,000 copies, Senator McCarthy was to reimburse Lustron 

the sum that was not disposed of ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. No, sir. 
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Senator Grttetre. None whatever ? 

Mr. Sempte. No, sir. If we had never used it, or did not publis), 
it—— 

Senator Gitterre. But if it went beyond the 100,000, you were tv 
pay 5 cents per copy royalty for what was sold ¢ 

Mr. Sempte. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gittetre. That is correct. Is it usual in your experience 
as a businessman to pay the sum of $10,000 in advance for something 
that you do not know whether you are going to dispose of or not / 

Mr. Sempre. We received what we paid the $10,000 for, the manu- 
script, and we received the right to use it in any way we wanted. We 
had received the value that we paid him for. So I think it was in 
order to pay the $10,000. 

Senator Gitterre. And it was your opinion, as an official of 
concern, that you were getting your money’s worth ? 

Mr. Sempie. Yes, sir. We expected to get our money’s worth ; that 
is correct. 

Senator Gitterre. I believe that Senator Hendrickson inquired with 
reference to another notation that I had made in connection with you 
testimony, that of the statement that when you came into the con 
cern—perhaps I misunderstood you—did you use the phrase “politi 

cally dominated” as applying to the RFC, or to Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Sempte. Not when I came into the company. But when I went 
out of the company, I applied the phrase “political domination” to the 
company. 

Senator Gitterre. Your phrase, then, did not apply to the RFC / 

Mr. Sempte. No, sir. 

Senator Gutterre. It was applying to Lustron, not at the time you 
went 1n 

Mr. Sempre. That is correct. 

Senator Gitterre. But as it developed after you were in there? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gutterre. You felt that it was politically dominated / 

Mr. Sempte. I did; yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. And did you sever your connection with it prior 
to the time it went into bankruptcy ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. Oh, yes, sir. The history of Lustron was that it 
started in October 1948, and it had been going 10 months when | 
joined it in August 1949. I was there for 12 months, and left, and 
then Lustron continued for another 7 months after that. 

Senator Gutetre. Just one further question. When you were i! 
fluenced to go to Lustron and become part of the organization, did 
vou purchase stock in the organization at that time? 

Mr. Sempete. No, sir. A provision was made in the bylaws an 
charter of the company that a certain block of stock was set asi 
for subscription by officers and others of the company. 

Senator Gitterre. As part compensation 

Mr. Sempre. That is right. And it had been represented to me by 
Mr. Strandlund that I would participate on a basis not less favoral| 
than that of any people in the company, so that we actually had one 
distribution of options for 2 years to buy it at 5 percent below book 

value, I believe it was, which, of course, I never realized on. 

Senator Gittetre. I told you that was the last question, but ] 
call there is one more question I would like to ask. 
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With respect to the provision that Lustron would render reports to 
Senator McCarthy periodically as to the number of copies sold 
distributed, Mr. Strandlund says that that was not done. 

Mr. Sempre. No; that would only come into effect when you got 
somewhere near 100,000. Before that, it had no material value. 

Senator Giuietre. So that was to inform Senator McCarthy that 
100,000 was being approached, and he had more money coming / 

Mr. Sempre. That is right. And I do not remember that there was 
use made of the provision to keep us up to date on changes. I do not 
recollect that there was a change in the laws. 

Senator Gitterre. Senator Welker. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Semple, you testified in respect to questions 
propounded to you by Senator Gillette about the political domination 
of this concern. Now, would you go into that a little more fully ¢ 
What do you mean by “politically dominated”? The concern was po 
litically dominated ¢ 

Mr. Sempce. I intended my statement to say that I felt there was 
danger of political domination of the company by December of 1949, 
it the time at which I left. Now, what I meant by 

Senator Wreriker. Where would this political domination come 
from ¢ 

Mr. Semper. Perhaps when I said that, I meant domin: ation by the 
RFC, and perhaps that is a misuse of the word “political,” unless you 
take it back one step through, and say that politics dominated the 
RFC. 

Senator Weiker. It is a statement that I want clarified a little bit. 
You had received evidence, had you, Mr. Semple, that certain officials 
of the RFC desired to dominate the Lustron Corp. ? 

Mr. Sempre. I had been advised by Mr. Strandlund that as a result 
of his conversation down here with the RFC, as a condition for fur 
ther advances of money to the Lustron Corp., they were imposing cel 
tain conditions on him which he was not willing to meet 

Senator Weiker. And those conditions, among other things, wer 
the release of certain high paid executives? They told vou that you 
had toomany? Is that one of the conditions? 

Mr. Sempie. Yes; I believe that was one of the conditions. 

Senator Weiker. At any time when you were an official of the 
oOmpany, were you, or to vour kk now ledge ; anyone else of the company, 
ulvised that Mr. Mer! Young should be re le ased from emp loyme) nt / 

Mr. Sempre. No, sir. 

Senator Wexrker. While they were advocating the firing or dis 

arging of the other high-paid executives, Mr. Merl Young's name 
was never mentioned as being excess baggage / 

Mr. Sempre. I never had any of these conversations directly with 

e RFC. But it was never reported to me that they had asked for 
Mr. Merl Young’s resignation. 

Senator Weiker. As a vice president of Lustron, you had know? 

nd you had learned that RFC had complained about certain execu 
tives receiving too much money, that they were not needed 7 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Werixer. And during that time, Mr. Young was an en 
plovee of the concern / 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, sit 





214 INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


Senator WeLker. Drawing some $18,000 a year! 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wevxer. Did you ever from any source, from RFC, aon 
any source there receive word that Mr. Young should be relieved . 
his position and his salary ¢ 

Mr. Sempte. No, sir, I did not. I had no relations along those 
lines with RFC. The only dealings I ever had with RFC were wii! 
their disbursing officers, their examiners, and here in Washington 
connection with the se tting up of a finance mortgage company, a deal, 
at least, with the Galbraith Mortgage Co. in Columbus, Ohio, fo: 
handling the interim financing on these Lustron houses. So I had io 
direct discussions with the RFC at any time about that. 

Senator Wei_ker. Mr. Semple, being a vice president of the co: 
cern, and being vitally interested in whether or not it was to survive, 
you certainly would have known whether or not Mr. Young had bee 
singled out as one to lose his employment ? 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. And you never learned that? 

Mr. Sempte. Correct. 

Senator Weriker. That is all. 

Senator Hennines. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Gituetre. Yes, Senator Hennings. 

Senator Hennineos. Mr. Semple, in paragraph 6 of your contract 
with Senator McCarthy, where the provision is recited relating to 
the royalty of 10 cents per copy on each of the first 100,000 copies 
distributed, and 5 cents a copy on each sold after 100,000, at whose 
suggestion was that provision put in the contract, if, as a matter of 
fact, you paid $10,000 for the manuscript ? 

Mr. Semrpte. (No response.) 

Senator Hennines. To phrase it another way, Mr. Semple, why 
did you not put in the contract what you actually did, and if not, 
why? 

Mr. Sempte. Isn’t that what we actually did? 

Senator Hennines. Well, Mr. Semple, to my untutored under 
standing, you said in the numbered paragraph 6 that in full payment 
for the rights and obligations, you agreed to pay McCarthy a royalt) 
of 10 cents per copy on each of the first 100,000 copies sold or dis 
tributed by it? 

Mr. Sempte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennrnes. So as I understand, in my recollection of con 
tract law, that is executory, is it not? Is that not an executory pro 
vision, the contract, something in futuro? 

Mr. Sempte. I do not understand, sir. 

Senator Henprickson. You are not a lawyer, are you, Mr. Semp| 

Mr. Sempre. No; | - not. 

Senator Hennines. I do not mean to embarrass him; I just want 
to know. He is the tat har who negotiated the contract. I just 
wondered, why don’t you say, “We paid McCarthy $10,000,” and let 
it go at ths at, and “We will pay him 5 5 cents for everything we sell over 
100,000" 

Mr. Sempre. “Sell or distribute over 100,000"? This material!) 
says that. It might have been a little simpler to say it that way. | 
agree with you. Looking at it now, it might have been a little simpler 
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tosay it that way. But this is the way my lawyer seems to have drawn 
it up. 

Senator Hennineés. You know that there is a tax aspect there that 
sometimes income can be distributed over several years if it is not re- 
ceived ina given year? Thus, if you distributed, let us say, 33,533 in 
one year, you would pay proportionately that year, would you not ? 

Mr. Semete. Yes, si 

Senator Hennings. cs the next third in the vear 1949, or what- 
ever year? You would ip aya third then? 

Mr. Sempre. Yes, s! 

Senator HENNINGs. But that is not what you did 4 

Mr. Sempre. 1 do not think that there was a tax aspect in here 
considered. Ido not remember any such thing. 

Senator Hrennines. You do not recall any discussion at all about 
provision No. 6 in the contract, and the fact that it does not reflect 
vhat actually happened in terms of the payments ? 

Mr. Sempxie. I was under the impression that it did reflect what 
iwctually happened. Ido not recollect any discussion. I recollect that 
inder this paragraph the company paid 310,000 

Senator Henninas. I do not want to be antagonistic about it, Mr. 
Semple, with you at all. 

Mr. Semper. I think it would have been a great deal simpler. 
think it would have been a great deal simpler to say $10,000. 

Senator Henninas. All I want to know is why we do not say in the 
contract what we actually do. 

Mr. Sempete. I think it would have been a great deal simpler to say 
it that way. 

Senator Henninos. And it would have reflected what actually 
happened ¢ 

Mr. Sempre. That is right, s 

Senator Hennines. Whereas the phraseology in paragraph 6 does 
not reflect what actually happened, does it / 

Mr. Semerie. No. It isa tortuous way to get to 

Senator Hennrnes. So in fact, Mr. Semple, you did not abide by 
he terms of this contract, nor insist upon them? You paid the $10,000 
in advance, did you not, sir? 

Mr. Sempre. I said that Lustron cuaranteed 

Senator Hennines. You guaranteed it, ah, yes, but you do not say 
that Lustron will pay it upon the execution of this contract, do you? 

Mr. Sempre. No. 

Senator Hennines. You say 

In full payment for the rights and obligations given hereunder, Lustron agrees 
0 pay to MeCarthy a royalty of ten (10) cents per copy on each of the first 
me-hundred thousand (100,000) copies sold or distributed by it, and five (5) 
ents per copy on each copy sold thereafter. Lustron guarantees the sale or 
listribution of one hundred thousand (100,000) copies thereof. 

But you had not sold any at the time you paid the $10,000 ? 

Mr. Semeie. That is correct. It seems like a very clumsy way to 
rive at the contract. 

Senator Henninas. So the fact of the matter was that it was an 
outright sale of the manuscript, and it was not what you undertake to 
say it was in the provision n umbered 6 of the contract; is that right, 
Mr. Semple ? 

Mr. Semper. That is the way it appears to be: yes, sir. 
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Senator Hennines. And you do not recall who suggested that pro 
vision other than that your lawyers included it in the contract / 

Mr. Seme.er. I do not know, sir. 

Senator Hennines. You have no recollection at all about it 4 

Mr. Sempre. No, sir; 1 do not remember that. 

Senator Hennings. Thank you. 

Senator WeLker. May I ask one more question / 

Senator Gitterre. Yes, Senator Welker. 

Senator Weiker. | have not seen this contract. But it is a fact, 
is it not, Mr. Semple, that in this paragraph that the counsel com 
plains about, you did guarantee to Senator McCarthy that you would 
sell or deliver or be responsible for 100,000 copies of that manuscript 

Mr. Sempie. That is right. 

Senator WeLker. Which obligated your concern to the payment to 
Senator McCarthy of $10,000 ¢ 

Mr. Sempie. That is correct. 

Senator WeLker. That is all. 

Senator Gmu.terre. Is there anything further / 

( No response. ) 

Senator Gitterre. The Chair is informed that the majority leader 
is trying to work out a time limitation on the matter pending in the 
Senate, so that it is going to be necessary for the subcommittee to rise. 

We are through with you, Mr. Semple. 

Mr. Sempie. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. We are appreciative of your assistance, and as 
far as the committee is concerned, you are free to go home. 

Mr. Sempre. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. The committee will rise and reassemble at 10 
o clock tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 4 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Thursday, May 15, 1952.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 15, 1952 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PriviLeGes AND ELEecrions oF THE 
ComMMITTEE ON Runes ANp ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 19:10 a. m., in the 
aucus room, Senate Office Building, Senator Guy M. Gillette (chair- 

in of the subcommittee) presiding. 

“Pp resent: Senators Gillette, Hennings, Welker, and Hendrickson. 

Also present: Senator William Benton; Grace E. Johnson, chief 
lerk; John r. Moore, counsel. 

Senator GiLuterre. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee meets pursuant to the recess taken yesterday 
ifternoon for hearing additional testimony. with reference to the 
subject matter we are investigating. 

There are present Senator Hendrickson of New Jersey and the 
chairman. 

Under the rules as the chairman has stated before, one or more 
members of the committee can proceed with the taking of public 
testimony. Counsel, who do you have ¢ 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. O'Sullivan, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gitterre. You will be sworn, please. 

You do solemnly swear that the evide ea that you shall give in the 
matter now in hearing before the subcommittee shall be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God. 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. I do, sir. 

Senator Gituerre. Just be seated, Mr. O'Sullivan, and counsel will 
proceed with your examination. 


TESTIMONY OF THOMAS V. O’'SULLIVAN, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Moorr. Will you nie ase state your full name / 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. Thomas V. O'Sullivan, like the famous manu 

cturer, 

Mr. Moore. Mr. O'Sullivan, you are presently associated with Car 
Byoir & Associates, of New York C ity, is that correct ¢ 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Moore. In what capacity are you associated with them ? 

Mr. O’Sunuivan. As vice president of Carl Byoir. 

Mr. Moore. How long have you been with the organization ¢ 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. Nine years. 

Mr. Moorr. In November of 1948 were you employed by Car] 
Byoir & Associates as their representative at the Lustron plant in 
Columbus, Ohio? 
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Mr. O’Sutuivan. I was, sir. 

Mr. Moore. What were your duties at that time ‘ 

Mr. O’Sutnivan. Account executive; in other words, I was the of 
ficial representative of Carl Byoir at the Lustron plant, as their publi: 
relations counsel. 

Mr, Moore. As their public relations counsel { 

Mr. O’Sutxivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. What retainer fee if any was your firm receiving at 
that time? 

Mr. O’SULLIVAN, $36,000 a year. 

Mr. Moore. $36,000 ayearasa retainer ? 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Did your compensation arrangements provide for addi 
tional compensation ? 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Moore. What was that arrangement é 

Mr, O’Sutuivan. Expenses. 

Mr. Moore. Expenses only / 

Mr. O’Sutnivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. In the event that your organization was to perform 
special services on a special project for Lustron would vou receive 
additional compensation on an hourly or monthly basis ¢ 

Mr. O’Su.iivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. What was that arrangement ? 

Mr. O’Suniivan. Each month you make up a budget for the chen 
predicated upon an estimated work that will be done during that 
month, submit that budget to the client for his agreement. 

Mr. Moore. So that you had a monthly budget, am I correct, in addi 
tion to the $36,000 retainer ¢ 

Mr. O° Eanes AN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Can you tell the subcommittee, Mr. O'Sullivan, what 
the total amount of compensation was that your firm received during 
the period of its retainer / 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. I would estimate in round figures that it was 
about, including the retainer and all of the expenses, it was about 

$70,000 for each of the 2 years that we represented Lustron. 

Mr. Moorr. About $70,000 a year, is that your testimony ? 

Mr. O’Suttivan. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. You have been here, have you not, Mr. O'Sullivan, an 
listened to the testimony concerning the booklet in question, exhibit 
No. 18 in these proceedings ! 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. I have, sir. 

Mr. Moore. During the time that you were at the Columbus plant 
of Lustron were you ‘advised about the negotiations for the purchasi 
of this booklet ! 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. If I understand you correctly, do you mean prio! 
to! 

Mr. Moore. Prior to me consummation of the arrangement. 

Mr. O’SuLLivan. No, si 

Mr. Moorr. When did oa first receive information about this trans 
action ¢ 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. My best recollection is that it was early in Noven 
ber of 1948. 
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Mr. Moore. And if the contract was executed on November 12 you 
would guess, or your testimony would be, that it would be shortly after 
that: ¢ 

Mr. OSutiivan. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. After that transaction, is that correct / 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Who first acquainted you with the arrangement ¢ 

Mr. O'Suutuivan. Mr. Strandlund. 

Mr. Moore. Do you recall the circumstances—did you meet. him in 
his office ¢ 

Mr. O’Suuiivan. Yes, sir; he called me into his office and advised 

e that he had just purchased this material from Senator McCarthy. 

Mr. Moore. Did he hand the material to you ¢ 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. He had a manuscript there, yes. and asked me if 
| would look it over. 

Mr. Moorr. Was it a finished manuscript, so far as you could ascer- 
tain, do you recall ¢ 

Mr. O'Suunivan. Well, it was a typewritten manuscript about 40 
pages, roughly, and I read it over, and in my opinion it was not a 
finished manuscript. 

Mr. Moorr. What was your conversation with Mr. Strandlund at 
that time, at that meeting ¢ 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. Mr. Strandlund, as I said, called me and told me 
ie had just purchased this from Senator McCarthy. He was very 
excited and very pleased about it. He said that he felt that this was 

very, very fine thing in that it represented the answers to a number 
f questions that people had asked at a series of meetings on housing, 

nd that he felt that the answers to those questions was a very, very 
cood idea, a good thing, and that it would be of great help to Lustron 
the sale of the house. 

Mr. Moore. Did you then examine the manuscript yourself ? 

Mr. O'Sutyivan. I took it back to my office and examined it ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. What did you do at that time, did you communicate 

th your New York office ¢ 

Mr. O'Suuuivan. After reading it over I felt that the nanuseript 

ssuch was not publishable, at least in my opinion, in that, 1 suppose, 

s the fact that everyone thinks that he writes deathless prose, and 
ooking at it from a professional point of view, having had 21 years 

experience in the publishing field in various lines, I felt that this 

is not in its form a publishable manuscript that would meet with 
ny results. 

Mr. Moorz. Did you know at that time how much the company 

is is nen to pay, had actually paid for the manuscript ¢ 

O’Sutuivan. Mr. Strandlund told me of that at the time that 
a ised me that he had purchased it. 

Moore. Then having read the manuscript and made your ap 
vial of it as you have just described it, what did vou do then? 

Mr. O'Sutnivan. I called my company in New Y ork, my associates, 

told them that T had this manuscript which, in my opinion, while 

s good materal, there was good material in it, was not in publish 
le form, and I would like to send it on to them for their opinion, 

| told them at the time that I thought it should be expanded in 
der to find a ready market and a surer return on it. 
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Mr. Moorr. With whom did you speak, Mr. O'Sullivan, in your 


New York office ¢ 

Mr. O’Suttivan. | spoke to Mr. Byoir. 

Mr. Moore. You spoke to Mr. Byoir ¢ 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Did Mr. Byoir interrogate you as to why that was tly 
first information that you had received about this booklet, about 
this manuscript 4 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. Yes, sir: he did. 

Mr. Moore. What did Mr. Byoir say ¢ 

Mr. O’Sututvan. He wanted to know if I had been asked in ad 
vance for any suggestions on whether or not it was a good idea. 

Mr. Moore. And you told him that you had not been asked any 
suggestions in advance as to whether it was a good idea; is that right / 

Mr. O’Suunivan. Yes, sir; but I think in all fairness you should 
know that at that period of time I was traveling around the country a 
great deal. We were just getting ready to go into the production of 


houses. And in order to get the greatest impact and to try to create as 
t] 


much interest [ was visiting various cities in the country to visit the 


dealers in an effort to outline for them a program for model house 
showings. And my best recollection is that I was away for about 1) 
days prior to this conversation with Mr. Strandlund. 

Mr. Moorr. That is your best recollection ? 

Mr. O’Scnuivan. That is my best recollection. 

Mr. Moorr. You were not in Columbus at that time / 

Mr. O'Sutztvan. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Now then, during the course of your absences and as 
you have testified that they may have been frequent, was there any 
liaison between the Lustron plant and your New York office? 

Mr. O’Suuyivan. Yes, sir; there was. 

Senator Henprickson. What was that last question? 

Mr. Moors. I asked if in the absence—and the witness testified that 
he was absent from time to time from the Lustron plant—whether 
there was any liaison between the plant and the New York office of 
his firm, which was the public-relations firm for Lustron. 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. Yes, sir. Once a month we had a public-relations 
meeting with Mr. Strandlund and other officials. Mr. Swinehart 01 
Mr. Byoir would come out to that, and we would lay out a projected 
monthly list of activities that we were going to do, and that we were 
all acquainted with then, and if I was going to be away I advised ow 
New York oflice of that, and we had people then who would contact 
the Lustron plant in case there were any things left hanging. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. O'Sullivan, when you talked with Mr. Byoir as 
you testified, is it not a fact that he was annoyed that this transactio 
had been consummated without prior consultation with you or with 
his firm ¢ 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. I would say yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. You would say that he was annoyed ? 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. Right, si 

Mr. Moorr. Would you not, also, agree that a transaction of | 
kind, a contract with a member of the United States Senate in 
sum of $10,000—a member of the Senate who was engaged in t! 
field of housing—was a point with respect. to which publie- relati 
counsel should have been asked # 
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Mr. O’Sutiivan. Well, Mr. Moore, I do not want to prejudge this 
case. I think that is the prerogative 

Mr. Moore. That is right, Mr. O'Sullivan. 

Mr. O’Sutrivan. Of the committee, but as a matter of broad policy 
our advice to any client, not necessarily Lustron, but any client under 
the circumstances, would be that they should not have any dealings 
of this nature with anybody in Government or any of its agencies. 

Mr. Moore. That would be your advice ¢ 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. That would be our advice to any and all clients. 

Senator Henprickson. Were you asked for that advice in this case ? 

Mr. O’Scuiuivan. I was not, Senator. 

Mr. Moore. Following your conversation with Mr. Byoir was it 
igreed that the manuscript would be sent to New York ¢ 

Mr. O’Sutnivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And you did that: is that correct / 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. I did that. sin 

Mr. Moore. Will you please relate to the committee what action, 
if any, Bvoir and Associates then took with respect to this manuscript / 

Mr. O’Sutnivan. I had a eall back from New York 2 or 3 days 

later, and they advised me that they concurred in my view that the 
manuseript as it was at that time was not publishable from the stand- 
point of getting the greatest return, and that Mr. Swinehart, who 
; the president of our company, advised me that he had communi 
eated that thought to Mr. Strandlund, and that he had recommended 
to Mr. Strandlund that the material be expanded. 

Mr. Moore. Was it at that point that Mr. Simon was brought into 
the matter? 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. Mr. Simon had worked for Carl Byoir & Asso- 

lates In our magazine department, and then he decided to go back 
to free-lance writing. He is a very, very able person, in our estima- 
tion. And we advised Mr. Strandlund, or, Mr. Swinehart told me 
that he had advised Mr. Strandlund that if Mr. Strandlund so desired 
we could put him in touch with a man whom we would unqualifiedly 
recommend as able to do a workmanlike job. 

Mr. Moore. That was your recommendation of Mr. Simon / 

Mr. O'Sunurvan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Then Mr. Simon was placed in contact with Mr. Strand 

ind and worked out his own free arrangements, is that correct / 

Mr. O’Suiiivan. At least, he was placed in contact with the com 
pany. My recollection on that, again conversations rather than being 

party of the first part to it, was that Mr. Swinehart called Mr. 
Strandlund and advised him of that matter, and that Mr. Strandlund 

vreed in the telephone conversation that he was willing to accept that 

recommendation and further said that Mr. Semple would be in New 
York in about a week or so, which was right around Thanksgiving 

ne, that since Mr. Semple was directly in charge of this, why, Mr. 
s eatin would contact Mr. Swinehart and Mr. Simon in New York. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you yourself, during the occasion of your residence 

Columbus, ever meet Se Ti itor Me ‘arthy ¢ 

Mr. O’Sunnivan. Yes, s 

Mr. Moorr. How many times! 

Mr. O'Suiuiivan. Twice. 

Mr. Moore. What were those occasions / 
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Mr. O’Sutuivan. Once I was going through the lobby of t! 


Deschler-Wallick Hotel, and he was there with a group of people, ai 


I knew several of the people in the group, and stopped to say “Hell 
to them, and I was introduced to Senator McCarthy. 

The second time was in Mr. Strandlund’s office. 

Mr. Moore. The second time was in Mr. Strandlund’s office ¢ 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. On the first occasion do you recall who it was t! 
introduced you to him? 

Mr. O’Sutnivan. Gee, I do not, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. You do not ? 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. I do not. 

Mr. Mo RE, And the second oceasion Was in Mr. Strandlund’s oll 
Was that after the contract had been executed / 

Mr. O’Sutzivan. That was. Me. Strandlund told me the contra 
had been executed. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Did you at that time discuss the essay with the Senat« 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. I did not, sir. He was—as a matter of fact, 
was getting ready to leave and it was just, “Hello,” and “How a 
vou,” and he was leaving. 

Mr. Moore. Then, Mr. O'Sullivan, were you not present vesterd 
when Mr. Strandlund was interrogated concerning this transactio 

Mr. O’Sunuivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And you heard, did you not, his statement that af 
this contract 
“Seared about it” ¢ 

Mr. O’Scuuivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Did vou or any of the officers of Carl Byoir and As 
ciates communicate with him by letter or otherwise with respect bo t 
advisability of having entered into this transaction / 


Mr. O'Suxwtrvan. I did. I cannot tell vou whether the others did o: 


not. I did. I reported back to him on the day that he had given 1 
the manuscript. I reported back to him that 1 had called New Yo 
and told him about this, and that I was sending it on to New York 1 
them to look over and I told him that we felt that it was an ill-ady 
move, based on the philosophy of our operation, as I expressed a lit! 
earlier, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Did Mr. Byoir or Mr. Swinehart ever communicate 
Mr. Strandlund in writing, do you know ¢ 

Mr. O’Suuuivan. To the best of my knowledge they did not. 

Mr. Moore. Now then you testified a moment ago that in your 0} 
ion the manuscript was not publishable / 

Mr. O'Sunuivan. Right, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Would you care to explain to the committee what 
mean—is publishable a term of art ¢ 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. Publishable is a term of workmanship, in t 
most people when they sit down to write have an idea and maybe 
avery good idea, but it is the method of presenting that idea, in te 
of the words, arrangements of the words, and the arrangement: 
the paragraphs that determines in our estimation whether a stor 
going to be used or not going to be used or whether a book will 
or will not sell. In other words, the good writer, the man who 
the knowledge of what the public wants and how they want it 
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had been entered into he was somewhat, to use his word- 
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be able to have a book sell. Somebody else may have just as good an 
idea, but fails to capitalize on that training or that facility. 

Mr. Moore. After the manuscript had been submitted to Mr. Simon, 
did you, or your organization, have anything further to do with it and 
with the booklet ¢ 

Mr. O’Suinivan. I put out some—I put out one or two publicity 

ories on the fact that this booklet was now available, and in the 

ourse of my visits to dealers around I told them in a little more 
detail about the book and suggested that they might want to have 
opies of it in the event that questions were raised. 

Mr. Moore. But that was after it was revised and after the rewrite 

b by Mr. Simon, is that correct 

Mr. O’Suxuivan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Is it a fair statement that in your opinion the original 

inuscript as you saw if Was not publishable or in the terms of the 


/ 


yingan not very good tut ¢ 

Mr. O'Stut IVAN, Well, not very vood stuff. I think that ought to bi 
plified. It Was not very eood stufl simply from the st indpoint 
ts presentation or its written form. I think there was a lot of 
“1 material 1 it and that it fulfilled the need that seemed to 
t at the time. Li as i stion of pr hhins y»and getting more 

iterial into it. 

Mr. Moore. No { irther quest Ons, Mr. ¢ h: 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Hendrickson / 

Senator Henprickson. What did vou mea 

LUSK ript as it was delivered to you was not a 

at do you mean by “not a finished manus ript ¢” 

Mr. O'Su.iivan. Sir, I would say it was not a fi 

that a person without experience in the writi 

vn and writes something does not turn out ; nish product 

om a publishing standpoint. 

Senator Henprickson. I see. Thank you. That 

Senator Gitterre. I do not believe that the Senat 

s, Who has been called out of the room. But vou 
O'Sullivan. 

Senator Henprickson. There is one more question that o 

Mir. Chairman. : 

senator Gi LETTE. You may proceed, 

Senator Henprickson. In these meetings 
vou discuss this manuserip 

Mr, O’Sutnivan. No, sir. 
? } a } { ] 
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ihe meeting in the lol by of the Desch] 


. r-Wallick, there were 8 o1 
yple around talking to him, and it was just 
Senator Hrenpricxson. You had seen the manuscript 

er of these meetings, had you? 

Mr. O’Suuitvan. No, sir, 1 had not seen 
leCarthy in Mr. Strandlund’s office. 

Senator Henprickson, But you had seen 

l time? 
Mr. O’Sutniivan. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Henprickson. And you did not even discuss the manu- 
script at that time? 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. No, sir, it was a brief meeting, as I say, he had Se 

8 or 10 people—it was in the lobby of the Deschler-Wallick, and if you 
have ever been in the Deschler-Wallick Hotel you can appreciate 
that. 

Senator Hrenprickson. He did not mention the manuscript ? 

Mr. Suiuivan. No, sir. : M 

Senator Gitterre. You may stand aside, Mr. O'Sullivan, and shou 
Senator Hennings when he returns want to ask you questions we se 
will call you back for interrogation. 

Mr. O’Suituivan. Thank you. 

Senator Gitterre. Mr. Clark Wideman. Are you Mr. Widema: 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes. 

Senator Gititerre. Will you be sworn, Mr. Wideman ! 

Mr. Wiveman. All right, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Do you solemnly swear that the evidence that 
you will give in the matter now pending before this subcommittee sha! T " 
be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you to 
God / pa 

Mr. Wiweman. Yes, sir. Ci 

Senator Gitterre. The record will show that Senator Hennings has on 
arrived and is sitting as a member of the subcommittee. 


TESTIMONY OF CLARK WIDEMAN, COLUMBUS, OHIO 


th 
Senator Gituerre. Mr. Wideman, I have just been handed a letter 
dated May 15, 1952, and signed by you, addressed to me as chairman 
of the Elections Subcommittee, making some complaints with refer 
ence to the conduct of these hearings. 
Are you the Clark Wideman that signed this? Wi 
Mr. Wineman. Yes, sir; that is correct. 
Senator Gu.terre. Do you care to look at it, to know that it is the off 
one that vou signed / 
Mr. Wineman. Yes; that is the copy. 
Senator Giiiterre, That is a copy / Bi 
Mr. Wineman. I mean, that is the original. an 
Senator Gitterre. Mr. Wideman, the Chair has observed that the fi 
copies of this letter have been distributed to the representatives of 
the press and other publicity media in the last few minutes. Is that tu 
correct / 
Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir: that is correct. M 
Senator Grterre. Did you order that distribution ? 
Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. In fact, I distributed it myself. th 
Senator Giuterre. You distributed it yourself ? th 
Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 
Senator Gmterre. Where was this letter written ? an 
Mr. Wineman. This letter was written in my hotel room at the po 
Ambassador Hotel. tes 
Senator GrILLerre. or you type it? qu 
Mr. Wireman. No; I did not. he 
Senator Giiterre. You did not type it? pe 
Mr. Wipeman. I started to type it on a typewriter I rented fro. th: 
the hotel this morning, and the typewriter would not work. And I tr 


had it typed outside. 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


Senator Gitterre. Who typed it / 
Mr. Wipeman. It was typed about 5 minutes till 10 by a secretary in 
Senator McCarthy’s office. 
Senator Gitterre. By a secretary from Senator McCarthy's office / 
Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 
Senator Gitterre. Did you dictate the contents / 
Mr. Wipeman. No, sir, 1 wrote the contents longhand on lettei 
heads of the Ambassador Hotel. 
Senator Gitterre. Did you request Senator McCarthy's office to 
end you a secretary or a ty pist ¢ 
Mr. Wipeman. No, sir: I did not. 
Seniutol (GILLETTE. Now cid she happen to Was It % she ¢ 
Mr. WIDEMAN. That is correct. 
Senator Gitterre. A lady 4 
Mr. Wipeman. Yes. 
Senator Gitterre. How did she happen to come down there ‘ 
Mr. Wipeman. She did not come down there. I was unable to use 
a hotel typewriter because it would not type successfully. I started 
lowered the Hill, tried to find a place to have it typed commercially, 
as unable to do so. The only office that I was familiar with in the 
Capitol was Senator McC arthy’ s office. I stopped in there, and asked 
one of his typis sts 1f she woul i type it for me quic kly, and she did so. 
Senator GILLETre. She typed it at Senator Mc¢ ‘arthy’ 3 office / 
Mr. WIDEMAN. That Is correct. 
Senator Gittetre. [ understood you to say that she came down to 
he hotel ¢ 
Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; no, sir. 
Senator GILLETTE. She typed it in Senaton MeCarthy’s office / 
Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 
Senator GitLerre. You say that is the only office you are familiar 
with here in the Capital ¢ 
Mr. Wineman. That is correct. I have been in Senator Taft's 
fice and Senator Bricker’s office some time avo. 
Senator Griterrre. Louder. 
Mr. Wipeman. I have been in Senator Taft’s office and Senator 
cker’s office in the past, but I was not familiar with their location, 
d the time was getting late, and 1 went to the place that I was 
imiliar with. 
Senator GILLETTE. Have you been in Senator M&@¢ ‘arthy’s office many 
times since you came here Monday ? 
Mr. Wipeman. No, I believe that I have been there twice 
Monday. 
Senator GitteTre. May I ask you, Mr. Wideman, before going into 
» subject matter of the letter—may I ask you why you distributed 
sto the press ¢ 
Mr. WipeMan,. Senator Gillette, I felt that some of the comments 
d some of the subject matter in the letter was of rather serious im- 
wrtance, at least tome. Ihave been here ready to be called upon for 
timony since Monday morning, as the letter points out. I have re 
ested the counsel several times to call me or, at least, indicate when 
‘was going to call me, and there is no indication when I was sub 
aed, when I was served with the subpena, or when I arrived here, 
it I would be here this morning. As the result, it has worked a 
tremendous personal hardship to me. 
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Senator Giwterre. Did you, Mr. Wideman, at any time since you 
came here attempt to contact the chairman of this committee wil 
reference to the situation you say you were in? 

Mr. Wiveman. No, sir, I have not. I felt until last night that | 
could get the desired results by talking to the committee's couns 

Senator Giruterre. Did you talk to any other member of the su 
committee with reference to the fact that you had not been called a 
asked to be expedited ? 

Mr. Wiweman. No, sir, I have not. 

Senator Gitterre. You have not? 

Mr. Wiweman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Giuterre. Yes. 

Senator Hennines. When did you get to town, Mr. Widema 

Mr. Wineman. Sunday evening, about 10 o’clock. 

Senator Hennings. And where did you go when you first came 
to the Hill on Monday morning? 

Mr. WipemMan. I came to this hearing room. 

Senator Hennines. Came directly here ! 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennines. And have you seen Senator McCarthy since 

u have been here ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Oh, yes, sir, yes, that is correct. 

Senator Hennrnas. You have seen him ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. I might add, if I may, that—— 

Senator Henninos. Yes, sir, when did you first see him ? 

Mr. Wineman. I first saw Senator McCarthy Sunday evening. 

Senator Hennincs. Oh—what time did your train get in or your 
plane? 

Mr. Wiweman. I drove in. I arrived about 10 o'clock. I called 0; 
Senator McCarthy about 11 o’clock, asked him if he could familiariz 
me with the—— 

Senator Henninos. Now, just a minute, please. 

Mr. Wipeman. All right, sir. 

Senator Henninos. Where did you call the Senator? 

Mr. Wipveman. I called—I called the Senator’s home, was informed 
that the Senator was not there, but that he would call me back 
would leave a number. 

Senator Henninos. Where did you get the telephone number of | 
Senator’s home? 

Mr. Wipeman. I believe that I obtained it from the telephone 
rectory. 

Senator Hennings. Are you not sure whether you got it from | 
telephone directory or otherwise ¢ 

Mr. Wineman. Yes, that is correct. 

Senator Henninos. You looked it up in the telephone directo. 

Mr. Wineman. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Hennines. You found it listed and you called the number! 

Mr. Wiveman. That is right. 


Senator Hennines. Had you communicated with the Sens itor before 


you did that, from Columbus, Ohio, or any other place before yo 
arrival here 

Mr. Wiwrman. Yes, sir. I had telephoned Senator McCarthy sh 
ly after being served with the subpena. 
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Senator Hennines. Where did you place that tele ‘phone call ? 

Mr. Wiveman. I placed that call to his office. 

Senator HENNiINGs. From Columbus to his office ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennrnes. And what did you say at that time? 

Mr. Wipeman. As I recall, I asked him, I told him that I had just 


been served with a subpena, had not the slightest idea what the pur- 
ose or scope of the hearing was, and could he give me some informa- 
tion on that subject. 


Senator Hennines. And what did he say to you? 

Mr. Wipeman. I will have to refresh my memory for a moment. 
Senator HENNINGs. Sir, pause and refresh your memory, so long 
you please. We want - best of your recollection. 

Mr. Wipeman. To the best of my recollection I asked Senator Me- 
uthy if he felt there would be any use in attempting to postpone 


my testimony. I was scheduled to speak before the Young Republican 


ub of Central, Ohio, on Tuesday noon. And I asked him prin- 
pally for guidance as to how to proceed to obtain a postponement 
f my testimony, if he felt such a thing were possible. And he ad- 
sed me to be here promptly, to carry out all of the instructions of 
: subpena, and to be here at the hour specified in the subpena. 
Senator Hennineos. As to the scope or nature of the hearings, did 


you have any discussion about that—you have told us that was the 


reason that you called. 


Senator Benton’s charges against him. 


Mr. Wirpeman. He said that the hearing was in connection with 

Senator Henntnos. Anything else / P 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir, I believe that was about all. We had ex- 

hanged a few amenities, and he suggested that I call him when I got 

Washington if I had any difficulty getting a hotel room on such 

ort notice, had any similar problems. 

Senator Hennineos. He offered to make hotel arrangements for you 

f you had any trouble getting a hotel room ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninos. Did you have any trouble getting a hotel room? 
\ir. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Henninas. In the course of this conversation from Co 
mbus, Ohio, to Senator McCarthy in Washington, a long-distance- 
ephone conversation, did you discuss anything at all in relation 
vour te stimony before this committee ? 

\ir. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennineas. Nothing whatever ? 

Mr. Wipem an. Except, as. I wer Senator McCarthy asked me 

f | knew who was being subpenaed, if anvone else had been served 


with a subpena other than myself. He asked me if Mr. Byers was 


RB 


ling to Washington, and I informed Senator McCarthy that Mr. 
ers, I did not believe, was free at that time to answer a subpena 
iny committee. 

Senator Hennines. Do you know Mr. Byers—do you not? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. What did you tell Senator McCarthy about 


Mr. Byers? 
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Mr. Wipeman. I told Senator McCarthy that Mr. Byers had bee 
placed in the Ohio State Hospital for the Criminal Insane for 
days’ observation. 

Senator Hennines. You heard the letter which was read at t! 
opening of these hearings on Monday morning, written by Senato: 
McCarthy relating to that fact concerning Mr. Byers, did you not / 

Mr. Wiweman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennines. That letter contained the information that yo 
had given the Senator about Mr. Byers, did it not? 

Mr. Wipeman. I do not know, Senator, whether Senator McCart] 
had the information previously or not. 

Senator Hennines. Did I not understand you to say that Senato 
McCarthy asked you whether Mr. Byers was going to be here ai 
you told him that Mr. Byers could not, because he was confined ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninas. Did he express himself as to that informati 
when you gave it to him? 

Mr. Wipeman. I would say just mildly so. 

Senator Hennines. Mildly so. He did not tell you that he had 
known it all along, did he? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennines. What do you mean when you say that you do 
not know whether he knew it before you advised him of it or not / 

Mr. Wineman. He did not indicate to me either one way or thi 
other whether he had previous knowledge of that information. 

Senator Hennines. What did he say when you told him that? 

Mr. Wineman. I am afraid, Senator, that I cannot recall the lai 
guage that Senator McCarthy used. 

Senator Hennines. Well, now, Mr. Wideman, we understand you 
to tell us, do we not, that you were asked by Senator MeCart! 
whether Mr. Byers would be here; is that right ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. And you said that Mr. Byers would not 
here, because he was confined for observation for 30 days in a mental 
institution, or words to that effect ; is that right / 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Senator Hennines. And thereafter you cannot recall whether Sen 
tor McCarthy indicated to you that he had known that all along o1 
that you were the first one to impart that information to him; | 
that correct / 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninos. No expression of surprise, no further questioi 
relating to that unfortunate circumstance as to Mr. Byers, no co! 
versation about that / 

Mr. Wipeman. He asked me if I knew how long he had been in thi 
institution. 

Senator Hennines. Oh, and what did you say ? 

Mr. Wineman. I said I believed it had been approximately 10 days. 

Senator Hennines. How did that matter come to your knowledge. 
sir? 

Mr. Wipeman. Through the newspapers. 

Senator Hennines. Through the newspapers ? 

Mr. Wineman. Correct. 
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Senator Hennincs. When you came to Washington you got in here 
at What time on Sunday night ¢ 
Mr. WineMan. Approximately 10 o’clock, Senator. 
Senator Hennines. And you immediate ‘ly called Senator McCarthy 
t his home and you went out to his home, did you 
Mr. Wipeman. I called Senator McCarthy about 11 or 12 o'clock. 
Senator Henninas. Yes, sir, and he answered the telephone, did he? 
Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. He returned my call later. I first called 
bout 11, and he returned my call about 12 
Senator Hennines. Yes, sir. And what was said at that time— 
hat did you say to him and what did he say to you ¢ 
Mr. Wiprman. I was interested in finding out from him, if pos 
ble— 
Senator Hennines. I did not ask you that, sir. What did you 
iy to him and what did he say to you? 
Mr. Wipeman. I said to him, “Do you have any idea how long | 
ght be in Washington ¢” 
Senator Hennings. That was the first thing you said, was it, when 
vou ealled him at midnight ¢ 
Mr. Wineman. Except saying, “Hello,” and exchanging greetings. 
Senator HeENNINGs. ad then you said, “Have you any idea how 
ong | might be in Washington /” 
Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 
Senator Hennings. You had not asked him that question when 
you called him from Columbus the preceding week, had you ¢ 
Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 
Senator Hennines. You asked him the question then ¢ 
Mr. Wipeman. Yes, that is correct. 
Senator Hennines. What did he say then ¢ 
Mr. Wipeman. He said he did not know. 
Senator Henninas. Did not know. So you asked him the question 
again Sunday night, and what did he say that time / 
Mr. Wineman. He said that he was not familiar with the plans of 
the comunittee. 
Senator HENNINGs. Still did not know. What did you say then to 
m, Mr. Wideman ¢ 
Mr. Wipeman. As I recall. we exchanged considerable conversation 
relating to our previous meetings. 
Senator Hennings. Your previous meetings in Columbus, I take it ? 
Mr. Wineman. That is right. 
Senator Hennines. How many such meetings were there, by the 
With ¢ * 
Mr. Wipeman. Oh, I would estimate some five or six, 
Senator Henninos. Five or six, and you discussed those happy times 
f the preceding meetings, did you? 
Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 
Senator HENNINGs. And what did you gent lemen then discuss there- 
fter ¢ 
Mr. Wineaan. I was not familiar with the procedures at a Senate 
hearing, and I asked him if he would brief me on the procedure so 
at IT might be able to know what would be expected of me and how 
the meeting would be conducted. 
Senator Hennines. Brief you on the procedures ¢ 
Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 
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Senator Hennrines. You have never been in a courtroom before, 
I take it? 

Mr. Wineman. Yes, sir; I had been in a courtroom before. I hai 
not been in this type of Senate hearing before. 

Senator Hennings. You have never heard a Senate hearing before 
or witnessed one ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir; I have. 

Senator Hennings. Oh, you have witnessed Senate hearings? 

Mr. Wipreman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennrncs. How many, Mr. Wideman? 

Mr. Wipeman. Two. 

Senator Hennrnes. And what hearings were those, sir? 

Mr. Wipeman. Those were hearings conducted by Senator McCarthy 
on the subject of housing in 1948, I believe. 

Senator Hennines. How many days were you in attendance upo 
those hearings ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Two days. 

Senator Hennines. Twodays. Sothat you did have some familia: 
ity as to the procedure of Senate committees, did you not? 

Mr. Wiprman. I was not certain, Senator, whether the procedures 
followed at those hearings—neither one of those hearings was in 
Washington—whether the procedure would be similar or not. 

Senator Hennines. What part of the procedure concerned you 
most—what was it ? 

Mr. Wipeman. The order in which business—— 

Senator Hennineas. That you wanted to learn about? 

Mr. Wipeman. The procedure in which business would be take: 
up—the type. One thing that I was particularly interested to knoy 
was whether or not procedures and rules of evidence were followed by 
Senate committees, like those followed by courts of law. 

Senator Hennines. And have they been followed, the rules of e\ 
dence have been followed by the other Senate committee hearings, 
that you have sat through for 2 days that you tell us about ? 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir; I would say that it did not work. 

Senator Hennines. You are not a lawyer; are you ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennrnas. Do you appear as a lobbyist or legislative re} 
resentative before State legislatures in matters relating to real estate / 
Mr. Wiweman. No, sir. I might qualify that answer, however. 
saying that in one year, I believe it was 1949, I did appear before 1 

Legislature of Ohio as a registered lobbyist on one matter. 

Senator Hrennines. Why do you say “no,” when? I asked 4 
whether you had? 

Mr. Wipeman. You asked me if I had appeared in matters relati: 
to real estate. I have not. 

Senator Hennrinas. Relating to anything. 

Mr. Wineman. Yes, sir; I did. I mean, that is why I wanted | 
qualify my answer. 

Senator Henninas. So you have been at times a registered lobbyis 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninos. That is correct 4 

Mr. Wipeman. In 1949, 

Senator Henninos. And what interest did you represent in 194°) 
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Mr. Wipeman. In 1949 I represented an organization called the 
Ohio Federation of Organizations of the Deaf. 

Senator Hennines. Of the deaf? 

Mr. Wipeman. Correct. 

Senator Heynrines. Now, Mr. Wideman, after you asked Senator 
McCarthy on Sunday night about the procedures, and whether the 
rules of evidence would be allowed by this committee, what did Senator 
McCarthy tell you about that ? 

Mr. Wipeman. He outlined the procedures, and the make-up of the 
hearing. 

Senator Hennings. Well now, please, sir, will you relate to us what 

said ¢ 

Mr. WipemMan. Yes. He supplied me with the names of the—— 

Senator Hennings. Tell us. 

Mr. Wipeman. Of the Senators. 

Senator HennineGs. Please, Mr. Wideman, what we are trying to get 
from you by these questions is what the Senator said, to the best of 
your recollection, not your ultimate conclusion as to what the purport 

f what he said was, but what did he say to you—he said the make-up 

f the committee is thus and SO, did he, and Zo on and tell us what 

said. 

Mr. Wwweman. That is correct. To the best of my recollection 

Senator Henninas. Yes. 

Mr. Wipeman. He said that the committee was made up of the five 

nators., 

Senator Henninos. Did he give you their names? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninos. Did you write the names down / 

Mr. WiIpeMAN. No, sir: he did not. That the inquiry would be con- 
ducted by the committee’s counsel. 

Senator HenninGs. Did he give you his name / 

Mr. WipeMAN. No, sir. 

enator HenninGs. Did not give you 

| you about the procedures and the make-up of the committee 

Mr. Wipeman. The thing that stands out most in my memory is that 

riodically during our discussion Senator Mec. arthy em = hasized 

il all testimony was unaer oath al d th if ] should remenil col 

intly, regardless of who was que tioning me, th all testimo ‘ wa 

der oath. 

Senator HENNINGS. That you must tell the trut! 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. How many times did Senator McCa 

onish you and repeat that fact to you, Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wineman. I would say twice, Senator. 

Senator Henninas. I understood you to say throughout the thing 

it stood out was that / 

Mr. Wipeman. That I believe was his most forceful statement 

Senator Hennrnos. Had Senator McCarthy, insofar as you know, 

your past relations, any reason to believe that you might do othe 

in tell the truth ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator HENNINGs. _ experience that vou can recall ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, s 


LIS name, What lse did he 


hy 
i 
] 
I 
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Senator Henninos. But he constantly or, at least, twice told you 
to remember that you were under oath ? 

Mr. WipeMan. Senator McCarthy pointed out to me that the hea: 
ings were conducted usually in a very informal method and informal 
manner. 

Senator HenNINGs. Yes. 

Mr. Wipeman. And that it might be easy to forget that I was under 
oath. That certain questioners might attempt or might appear to be 
attempting to make me angry and that I should not. 

Senator Hennineés. You should maintain your composure ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennincs. And demeanor at all times, is that about what 
he said to you? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is the substance of it. 

Senator Henntnes. What else was said during this telephone con 
versation at 12 0’clock?) You had asked, of course, about the make-up 
of the committee and the procedures, and was that conversation 
terminated at that point—was that all that was said bearing upon that 
question ¢ 

Mr. Wineman. We discussed—the only other part of the discussion, 
I would say, was Senator McCarthy’s recent controversial subjects, 
such as his attack against Communists. 

Senator Hennincs. When did you first see Senator McCarthy on 
this trip? 

Mr. Wineman. I saw Senator McCarthy Sunday evening. 

Senator Henninos. After this—how long did you talk on the tele 
phone to the Senator / 

Mr. Wineman. Just a matter—just a minute or so. 

Senator Hennrneas. You mean when he admonished you to be sure 
to remember that you were under oath twice, and that he went into 
the matter of the informality of the procedure and told you the make- 
up of the committee and you discussed several of the other contro 
versial matters in which Senator McCarthy was interested, that 
was a couple of minutes or so; was it ? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, no, Senator Hennings, after the telephone call, 
after Senator McCarthy returned my telephone call—— 

Senator Henninos. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wineman. He asked me if I could meet him, if IT was busy, and 
I told him, no, I had nothing to do until 10 o’clock in the morning. 

Senator Hennineos. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wipeman. And he sugeested— 

Senator Hennrnes. He knew that, did he not—he knew that you 
were to be here at 10 o’clock in the morning? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennrnos. Yes, sir. And at midnight you had nothing to 
do from then until 10 o’clock in the morning ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Henninas. Yes, sir. Then what was said at that time / 
Mr. Wineman. The conversations that I have just related which 
believe that you interpreted took place over the telephone, took place 

when I saw Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Hennines. Oh. 

Mr. Wipeman. That Sunday night. 
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Senator HenninGs. Well, now, if I inferred—— 

Mr. Wipeman. I am sorry. 

Senator Henninos. Improperly, I am very sorry—if I inferred 
improperly 1 am very sorry. I did not intend to misinterpret what 
you said. I thought we were talking about a telephone conversation 
all of that time. 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; it was a face-to-face conversation. 
Senator Hennings. Oh, well, now—well, now, you did not tell 
anything during the course of this telephone conversation about any 
suggestions made or invitation extend to you to meet with Senator 

McCarthy; did you‘ 

Mr. Wipeman. Such an invitation was issued. 

Senator Henntine@s. Tell us what was said about that. You neg 
lected to tell us that. Please, six. 

Mr. Wipeman. I believe I mentioned, Senator, earlier that Senator 
McCarthy asked me if I could see him, that he would like to go over 
my questions with him. 

Senator HenninGs. That was at the commencement of your tele 
phone conversation, was it, Mr. Wideman ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct; that is correct. 

Senator Henninas. And Senator Mi ‘Carthy sald, “I would like to 
see you and go over your questions with you" é 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. I see. And you said that you would be very 
happy to make yourself available for that purpose, did you? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. And then you proceeded where after that con- 
versation / 

Mr. Wipeman. Senator, I do not have any idea what the address 
was. I was calling from the hotel. Senator McCarthy asked me to 
meet him. 

Senator Hennincés. We will find out what the address was—if you 
will tell us where you went, Mr. Wideman. 

Mr. WipeMan. I went to the home— 

Senator Henninas. To whose ? 

Mr. Wipeman. A staff member of Senator MeCarthy’s staff. 

Senator Hennines. Do you remember that gentleman’s name / 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir: I de not. 

Senator Hennines. What time did vou arrive there, Mr. Wideman / 

Mr. WipeMan. Approximately midnight. 

Senator Hennineés. About midnight. Just what was said over 
the telephone—let us go back for a minute now and tell us just how 
much of this conversation you related was over the telephone and 
how much of it took place e ‘lsewhere, 

Mr. Wipeman. Our telephone conversation was merely brief. 

Senator Hennines. Very brief / 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. And of what did that consist ? 

Mr. Wipeman. T asked Senator MeCarthy if he could familiarize 
me with the manner in which a Senate hearing was conducted, and 
if he could tell me who the members of the committee were. and at 
that point he suggested that T see him. 

Senator Henninoas. Oh. I understood you fo say that during the 
te — conversation one thing that stood out was your being told 

1 two occasions to remember that you were under oath, 
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Did I misunderstand you, Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, that is correct. Senator McCarthy empha 
sized—— 

Senator Henninas. He did that over the telephone ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; that was in our face-to-face conversatio! 

Senator Hennines. Oh. Well, about all that was said then ov 
the telephone was to give you the names of the committee; is tha 
right ¢ 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir—that was—all that was done over the tel: 
phone that—— 

Senator Hennines. You reported in over the telephone, is tha‘ 
right ? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I cailed Senator McCarthy and asked him 
if he could brief me on the manner in which a Senate hearing is co) 
ducted, and if he could supply me with the names of the Senators 
so I might have them fixed in my mind. 

Senator Henninos. That was over the telephone? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninas. Were these names given to you by Senator 
McCarthy at that time, the names of the Senators—you told us the) 
were. 

Mr. Wipeman. They were given to me after I saw Senator 
McCarthy. 

Senator Henninos. They were given to you later? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes. 

Senator Henntrnes. Where did you meet Senator McCarthy, at his 
employee’s house ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennin6s. Did you write these names down ? 

Mr. Wiveman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennrnes. Wrote each name down. Did he make—wer 
any appropriate comments made about the individual members of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Wiveman. No, sir. 

Senator Henntnos. Did you take any notes as to their idiosyne1 
sies or peculiarities ? 

Mr. Wiveman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennrnos. Did not go into that? 

Mr. WipeMan. No, sir. 

Senator Hennines. Any comments made about any of the part 
ular individual members of the committee when these names wi 
given you, or did the Senator just say, “Senator Welker, Senato: 
Hendrickson, Senator Gillette,” and so on? 

Mr. Wineman. As I reall he supplied a brief physical descriptio: 

Senator Hennineos. A brief physical description ? 

Mr. Wineman. Of each Senator so that I could fix their names. 

Senator Henninos. So you would know which was which ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right—that is it. I asked him what Stat 
they were from. 

Senator Henninos. You wrote the names down, I take it, Mr. Wice- 
man, did you? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hrnnineos. And following the names which you wrote 
down you, I take it, appended the physic al description which Senator 
Me( ‘arthy had given you of each of the Senators! 

Mr. Wiveman. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator HenninGs. You just wrote the names down 4 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henntnos. Did you write the names of their States after 

eir names ? 

Mr, WipeMaNn, No, sir. 

Senator Henninos. Did not do that ? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennincs. Did you write their first names ? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator HENNINGs. Just their last names? 

\ir. Wipeman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator HENNINGs. Do you know their names now ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir: I believe I do. 

Senator Hennings. You believe you do. Did you find that the 
physical descriptions given you were of great help to you when you 
ived upon the scene Monday morning ¢ 

Mir. WipeMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennines. Or did any of us disappoint you in that 

easure ¢ 

Mr. WipeMan. No, sir. 

senator HENNINGsS. How ? 

Mr. WipeMan,. No, sir. 

Senator HeENNINGS. We lived up, somew hat up to ¢ xpectations ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. They were quite helpful in my fixing the names 

I the Var ious se hnhators as the *\ were speaking Mond: iV, ‘Tuesdas s ana 

ednesday. 

Senator Hennines. And you studied us all as we 

d consulted your list of names, so that you had us pretty 

Monday or Tuesday ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. I merely—I have a layman’s curtosity to | 

s talking during the course of the hearing. 

Senator Hennines. Certainly; that is very natural. 

Well, sir, you got out to Mr. Kiermas’ house / 

\ir. WipeMAN., No, sir: that is not correct. 

Senator Hennines. That is not the name of the gentleman’s house ? 

Mir. Wipeman. No, sir. 

senator Hi NNINGS. Whose house was it 4 

\ir. Winpeman. I do not know it. 

Senator HENNINGs. Sunday night ¢ 

\ir. Wipeman,. I do not know the man’s name. 

Senator Henninas. Did yon meet the gentleman 4 

WipemMan. It was at the home of one of Senator MeCart] 
etaries, a young lady. 

Senator Hennings. A young lady’s home ? 

Mir. Wipeman. That is correct. Senator McCarthy - 

enator Hennings. How were you directed to get there, Mr. 

‘ideman ? 

Vir. Wipeman. I was not directed. I was merely given the address, 

| | took a cab, told the ¢ab driver the address. 
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Senator Hennines. It was a private dwelling house, was it ¢ 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. S 

Senator HENNINGs. So vou went up and rang the doorbell, T t: n 

, did you, when you got there 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator HenniNes. And who opened the door—who admitted yo 

Mr. WipeMan. Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Henninas. And who else was there / 

Mr. Wipeman. One of Senator McCarthy's secretaries. 

Senator Henninos. The same secretary to whom you have referr 
Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator HenninoGs. And do you remember the lady’s name ? 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir: I do not. 

Senator Hennings. Have you seen the lady since? 

Mr. Wipeman. I saw her passing through the Senator’s office. 
be lieve it was vesterd: ay. 

Senator HENNINGs. Did vou address her / ' 

Mr. Wiveman. I just spoke to her. 

Senator Henninés. Did she speak to you? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Henninos. Did you speak to her by name / 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir: I did not. I did not recall her name, Se | 
ator. I had never met her be _— prev iously. 

Senator HENNINGs. Yes, si 

Mr. Wipeman. And her name at the time that I met her was of 
consequence. 

Senator Hennines. No consequence ¢ 


Mr. Wipeman. There was no reason for my attempting to remembe: 
her name. 
Senator HenninoGs. You remember not her first name or her | 


name ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator HenninGs. How long did you stay at this house on Sunda 
night, Mr. Wideman / 

Mr. Wineman. Approximately an hour. 

Senator Henninos. About an hour. And when you were admitte: 
you went into, I take it, a room of the house—which room of 1! 
house was it / 

Mr. Wineman. To the living room. 

Senator Hennines. And where did you sit with reference to tli 
furniture as it was placed in the room—was it on a sofa or a chair? 

Mr. Wipeman. I sat ina chair. 

Senator HENNINGs. You sat ina chair? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennrneés. Who else was in the room when you came int 
the room? 

Mr. Wineman. Only Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Hennrnos. And where was the |: uly, if you know ? 

Mr. Wipeman. She was in what I would take to be the dining root 
of the house, a room immediately adjoining. 

Senator HenninGs. By that time vou had been introduced 
lady, I take it, had vou ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 
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Senator Hennines. And where did you meet the lady—where was 
she when you met her—where were you both, when you and the lady 
met the lady whose name you do not remember ¢ 

Mr. WipemMan. | believe in the living room. 

Senator Hennings. You believe in the living room / 

Mr. WipeMan. It might have been. 

Senator Henntnes. Could it have been any other room / 

Mr. Wipeman. Might have been in the dining room. I would say 
1 the living room. 

Senator Hennings. You would say the living room ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes. 

Senator Hennines. Was that immediately after you came into the 
house 4 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. The lady was in the living room ¢ 

Mir. Wipeman. That is correct 

Senator Hennines. And you have told us, I believe, that the lady 
was later in the dining room, Vou think ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennings. When did the lady leave the living room to 
vo to the dining room 4 

Mr. Wp MAN. Senator Hennings. I cannot recall hinute details ot 
that sort. 

Senator Henninoas. Cannot recall ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Any answer I would give you would be merely 
cuesswork. 

Senator Hennines. What did you talk about that might, Mr. Wide 
man, after you got there—who opened the conversation and what was 
said ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. The conversation, aside from customary type of 
creeting, consisted of the questions and the explanations of the con 
duct of a Senate hearing which I just explained. 

Senator Hennines. And you and Senator McCarthy discussed the 
procedures and the conduct of the committee / 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct 

Senator Hennines. Did vou discuss anything with relation to 
your testimony, the substantive or factual part of vour testimony, 
\ir. Wideman / 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator HENNINGs. And your recollection Was refreshed as to cer- 
tain matters, was it / 

Mr. Wipeman. I recall one question that I asked Senator Me 
Carthy was if he knew why the Senate committee staff was under the 
mpression that I was involved in the preparation of the Lustron book. 

Senator Hennines. And what did the Senator say to that 4 

Mr. Wipeman. He said that he himself had no direct knowledge. 
that he assumed that it was a result of some previous testimony by 
Mr. Byers. 

Senator Hennincs. What else did you talk about, Mr. Wideman 

Mr. Wipeman. Well we talked about the controversy over commu 
lism and Senator McCarthy's part in that controversy. 

Senator Hennines. Yes. 


23092—52—pt. 1 16 
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Mr. Wineman. Much of our conversation had to do with my fami! 
and with my two boys. It was for the most part, except for the ex 
planations of the manner and the personnel of the hearing, the ty): 
and personnel of the hearing, our discussion, I would say, centere: 
exclusively, as far as I can recall over 

Senator Hennines. What was said about the manner and type o 
personnel of the hearings, Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wipeman. As I explained, Senator Hennings, Senator M 
Carthy supplied me with the names of the Senators. 

Senator Hennines. I thought that had been done over the tel 
phone. 

Mr. Winveman. No, sir; that was not done over the telephone. 

Senator Hennines. No, no; that was done out there ? 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennrinés. You wrote them down—that is when you 
wrote them down ? 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninas. Did you ask for a pencil and paper in orde: 
to write them down, or did you have a notebook with you ? 

Mr. Wipeman. I had pencil and paper with me. 

Senator Hennines. You had it with you? 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. A sheet of paper ? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I had some 3-by-5 cards. 

Senator Hennings. Do you have those cards with you 4 

Mr. Wiweman. I do not believe so, sir. 

Senator Hennines. Where are those cards now ? 

Mr. Wipeman. As I recall in cleaning out my pockets a few days 
ago I probably threw them away. I was not able to locate them 
last night, at least, when I was looking for them. 

Senator Hennines. Was anything else written on those cards re 
lating to your testimony before this subcommittee hearing ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes; I made some notes, I believe, coming dow: 
here, trying to re fresh my memory as to the various dates which | 
might be called upon to discuss. 

Senator Hennines. You wrote those coming down on the train, 
I take it ? 

Mr. Wiprman. Senator, I—to keep the record straight, I drove 
down. 

Senator Hennines. You drove down? 

Mr. Wineman. I believe that I made them— 

Senator Hennines. You made the notes while you were driving 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Henninas. I understood you to say you made the notes 
coming down, on your way down. 

Mr. Wipeman. I was not driving all of the way down. We stop- 
ped for dinner and I took some notes driving along, I tried to re 
fresh my memory as to various dates, 

Senator [lennrines. So that when your memory became refreshe: 
you stopped and made your notes, and then continued with youl 
driving / 

Mr. Wireman. No, sir; no, that is not—- 

Senator Hennines. Tell us what happened, Mr. Wideman. 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 239 


Mr. Wipeman. Somewhere along the way I would jot down notes 
is to various dates, trying to get fixed in my own mind the chrono- 
logical order of events since I first met Senator Me( ‘arthy. 

Senator Hennines. Those notes were taken for the purpose of 
your testimony here, were the sy Ag 
~ Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henninas. And you ed * aictiadianial or otherwise lost those 
otes ¢ 

Mr. WipeMan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Henninos. Even before you were called to testify t 

Mr. WipeMaNn. Senator, the notes the last 3 days—— 

Senator HENNinGs. They would not be of much value to you, will 
they ¢ 

Mr. WipemMaNn. In the course of the last few days I have had ample 

pportunity to get those notes fixed in my mind. 

Senator HENNINGs. So you have had an opportunity since then to 

study those notes, and having studied them, they were of no further 

<9 to you! 

"Me. Wipeman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hennineés. That is correct. During the course of your 
onversation was the lady present at intervals, or was she there duri ing 
the whole time, Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. WipeMan. Just at intervals. 

Senator Henninos. Just at intervals. Did she take any part in 
this conversation that you had? 

Mr. Wipeman. No part at all, 1 would say, except in the matter of 
being pleasant and exchanging amenities. 

Senator Hennines. Exchanging amenities and being pleasant, but 


made no contribution to any of the factual matters that you were dis- 
ussing there relating to your testimony ¢ 

Mr. WIpEMAN. To the best of my recollection. 

Senator Hennrinas. Is that right? 

Mr. Wineman. To the best of my recollection she did not. 

Senator HeENNinGs. You would not be sure of that, but it goes to 


ne best of your recollection ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir: I could not be sure. Our discussion was 
very informal. She might have, 1 mean. I could not say definitely 

hether she did or not. To the best of my recollection she did not. 

Senator HenninGs. Do you recall any other matters that you dis- 
ussed relating to your testimony to be given before this hearing, Mr. 
Wideman, other than those matters which you have told us about ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; not that I reeall. 

Senator Hennines. You do not recall any conversation other than 
the matter of something touching on the booklet relating to the 
Lustron Co. ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Senator Henninas. Nothing at all? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennings. And you left about 1 o'clock ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Approximately, it might have been a few minutes 
hefore 1 o’clock. 

Senator Hennines. And you went back to your hotel? 


Mr. Wiweman. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hennines. And you came directly from your hotel to th 
hearing on Monday morning, did you? 

Mr. W IDEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennines. And did you later go to Senator MeCarthy’ 
office on Monday ¢ 

Mr. WipeMan. Senator, as I recall, J stopped. 

Senator HENNINGs. Now, this was just Monday, Mr. Wideman. | 
have asked you a clirect question » Did you go to the Senator's othe 
on Mond: LV } 

Mr. Wipeman. I believe that I was at the Senator's office at abou 
5 o'clock on Monday. 

Senator HeENNINGs. You believe you were. Could you not tell 
whether you were or were hot ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. There is a little doubt in my mind as to whether 
was Monday evening or Tuesday evening. 

Senator Henninés. Well, you went either Monday or Tuesday ev: 
ning at about 5 o’clock ¢ 

Mr. WipeMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator HENNINGs. And who did you see there / 

Mr. Wipeman. I saw Senator McCarthy. 

Senator HENNINGs. Who else 4 

Mr. Wipveman. That was the only person whose name Lknow. Othe: 
staff members were around the office. 

Senator Hennines. You did not know the names of any other people 
you saw there. What did you talk about Monday evening, sir / 

Mr. Wipeman. I talked. as I recall, for about 2 minutes ‘and Senato! 
McCarthy asked me if I had been called on to testify yet. I told him 
that I had not been. And we just said, “Hello” and “Good-by” ; that 
was the extent of the conversation. 

Senator Henninos, That was ail that was said. And when did you 
next see the Senator / 

Mr. Wipeman. I saw the Senator last evening about at approxi 
mately 6 o’clock. 

Senator Hennines. And where was that, sir? 

Mr. WipeMan. In his office. 

Senator HenninGs. Were you invited to go there, or was that by 
prearrangement, or did you present yourself | at his office at that time 
without any knowledge on his part, so far as you know ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. I merely dropped in. 

Senator Hennines. Had you talked to the Senator or anyone in his 
office over the telephone since Monday ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yesterday afternoon at approximately 5 o'clock | 
called his office to see if he were in. 

Senator HeNNiNGs. That was yesterday afternoon / 

Mr. WipeMaNn. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. And you were told that he was? 

Mr. Wipeman. I was told that he was not in then, but was expected 
shortly. 

Senator Hennings. So then you went to the office / 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennines. What did you talk about when you went to thi 
office yesterday afternoon ‘ 

Mr. Wipeman. I told the Senator that IT was quite discouraged 


having spent 3 davs in Washington, not being called to testify, that J 
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felt that a great hardship was being worked upon my business by being 
away for this length of time, and that I planned to take some type of 
measure which might enable me to get called to testify before the 
week was over. 

Senator Hennings. Did you indicate what type of measure, as you 
express it, vou intended to take to see that you were called before the 
week was over / 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, Il told Senator McCarthy that I planned to write 
i letter to Senator Gillette, requesting that I be called as a witness as 
soon as possible. 

Senator Hennines. You had not before you wrote that letter com- 
plained to any member of the subcommittee about the fact that other 
witnesses happened to have been called before you ? 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir: up to that point I had taken statements 
made by counsel that I would be called the next half day or the 
following morning, at face value. 

Senator Henninas. Yes. Did anybody help: vou or offer any sug- 
vestions with respect to this letter under date of May 15? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennines. Which you wrote / 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennineos. And where did you compose this / 

Mr. Wipeman. I composed it in my room at the Ambassador Hotel 

Senator Hennines. And did you write it out in longhand first 

Mr. Winpeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennineés. You made a number of corrections, did you? 

Mr. Wipeman. Just a few. 

Senator Henninas. Yes. And after you had done so IT understand 
that you came to the Senator’s office and had it typed, is that right? 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. Senator Hennings, I would like 
to have the record show that I first made every possible effort to have 

t typed in my hotel room. I ordered a typewriter from the hotel. 
When the typewriter arrived, it would not—— 

Senator Henninas. That you have told us. And I think we under- 
stand that, Mr. Wideman. Now, then, when vou had this letter 
typed you went to the Senator’s oflice and what time did vou get there / 

Mr. Wipeman. No; before I had the letter typed I went to the 
Sen: itor’s office at approximately 10 minutes, about 15 minutes till 10 

his morning. 

Senator Hennings. Yes, sir. And did you show anyone there 
the draft of the proposed letter that you had prepared in longhand ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. The typist who typed it typed from the longhand. 

Senator Hennines. Then are we to understand that vou neither 
liscussed nor showed this letter to anybody before you took it to 
the typist and had her type it out for you and presented it to the chair 
man of this committee / 

Mr. Wipeman. No. sir: I believe that would be an erroneous deduc- 
tion. Mrs. Wideman saw the letter at the hotel room this morning. 

Senator HENNINGs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wipeman. And she was aware of the contents of the letter 
hefore coming— 

Senator Henninos. But nobody else through any means of com- 
munication, telephonic, conversationally or visual saw the draft of 
this letter or saw it after it was typed before it was released to the 
press and presented to this committee except Mrs. Wideman / 
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Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; that is not correct. 

Senator Henninos. And the typist, of course 4 

Mr. Wimeman. At approximately 8:30 this morning I telephone 
Senator McCarthy at his home, explained what I was about to do and 
asked him if he would—I explained to him that he was the onl) 
attorney in the city of Washington that I knew and could call on, 01 
short notice, to give me a legal opinion. I asked him if in his judg 
ment there was anything improper by the action that I had planned 
to take. 

Senator Hennines. Have you been to Senator Bricker’s office. 
too? 

Mr. Wireman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennines. When you were here ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Wrerixer. What was that last question, had been where 

Senator Henninos. I asked him whether he had been to Senator 
Bricker. 

Senator Werxer. Senator Bricker? 

Senator Henninas. Senator Bricker, Herman, whether he had 
been there at any time during his visit here. 

You explained to the Senator in your telephone conversation that 
he was the only lawyer in Washington that you knew, did you? 

Mr. Wipeman. That he was the only lawyer that I knew that | 
could call upon for such advice. 

Senator Hennines. For such advice. And that was relating to 
the subject matter of this letter ¢ 

Mr. Wiweman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hennings. And you were advised that the letter was n 
in anywise likely to put you 1n legal difficulty, were you ¢ 

Mr. Wireman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hennincs. Were any changes suggested or additions sug 
gested at that time ? 

Mr. Wineman. Senator McCarthy expressed the opinion that 
his view and from his standpoint the language in the letter was, pe: 
haps, a little too harsh, that it might be aaron somewhat to ma 
it appear less, to be less strong. And as I recall I said, “Senat: 
McCarthy,” that I intended to send the Santee’ as originally writte 

Senator Hennines. You went to Senator M: Carthy for advi 
and then he gave you that advice and you refused to act upon it, 
that a correct interpretation, Mr. Wideman ¢ 

Ir. Wipeman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hrenntnas. The sentence here: “Haven't new and | 
expected developments convinced your staff that the only testimor 
I could possibly give would be helpful to Senator McCarthy ?” 

Upon what do you base that statement, Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wineman. I base that statement on the fact that when I ar- 
rived here Monday morning the staff seemed to be quite upset a 
disturbed by the fact that Mr. Byers had been committed. 

Senator Henninos. Well now, just a minute, please, sir. You sa 
they were quite upset and disturbed. 

Tell us what anybody said with relation to that that would lead 
you to the conclusion that the staff was upset and disturbed—tell 
specifically what was said. I take it that this took place down in the 
office of the staff ? 
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Mr. Wineman. No, no, it took place up here, sir. 

Senator Hennines. Oh, up here in the committee room ? 

Mr. Wiprman. That in effect I believe that perhaps two members 
of the staff asked me on Monday morning if I knew whether Mr. 
Byers had been admitted or was simply in the hospital for observation. 

Senator Hennines. Whoasked you that ? 

Mr. Wipeman. As I recall, Mr. Moore and Mr. Margolis, I believe. 

Senator Henninas. You believe ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. I have talked to several staff members during the 
week, 

Senator Hennings. Yes,sir. You also say that: 

Tuesday afternoon I witnessed a conversation in your staff offices which 
apparently the staff does not want passed on to the committee. In this conversa 
tion a witness was being scolded severely by a staff member for volunteering 
testimony which might be regarded as helpful to Senator McCarthy. 

Between whom was that conversation to which you refer here had ? 

fr. Wipeman. That conversation was between Mr. Fisher and Mr. 
Lynch. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Lynchand Mr. Fisher ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes: correct. 

Senator Hennines. And what did they say that led you to this 
conclusion which you placed in your letter / 

Mr. Wipeman. Mr. Lynch was going over a newspaper clipping 
with Mr. Fisher which reported Mr. Fisher’s testimony of Monday 
and in which it was reported that—in which it was reported that Mr. 
Fisher had pointed out toward the conclusion of his testimony that 
Senator McCarthy's debts at the Appleton Bank had been paid off in 
fullas of that date. 

Senator Hrnnrnes. I understood you to say to Mr. Lynch that on 
luesday that you would not talk to anybody until you were under 

oath, when he undertook to talk to you; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Hennings. Said you would not talk to anyone until you 
vere under oath ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I said I would not talk to any member of 
he staff until I was under oath, that I could feel no purpose would be 
rained by further questioning by the staff informally. 

Senator Hennings. Now you say: 


Is this the reason that your staff hesitates to call me to the stand? 


You sat here during these hearings, did you not, Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennines. What transpired that would indicate to you 

iat anybody was hesitating to call you to the stand? Did you not 

e there were other witnesses testifying? 

"ie Wipeman. Yes, sir 

Senator Henninas. In these past 3 days? 

Mr. Wineman. Yes, sir. I believe that I can explain that, Mr. 
Hennings. 

Monday noon, at the noon recess on Monday I asked Mr. Moore 
f he could give me an idea when I would be called as a witness so 
hat I could make the necessary arrangements for my business, con- 
duet of my business back in Columbus. He said, “Well, I think we 
vill get to you this afternoon, if not this afternoon, tomorrow morn- 


“ss 
ne 
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At the time the committee recessed on Tuesday, which was at noon, 
I again posed the same question and indicated that a little embarrass 
ment, over the fact that I had not been able to—had not known on 
Monday that I would be here until Wednesday and had not made 
provision for the conduct of my business for so prolonged an absence 

There was never indicated by Mr. Moore that I might be here for 
several days. 

Each time that I discussed it he was going to call me very shortly. 

Senator Hennings. So upon that set of circumstances you base 
your statement that the reason the staff hesitates, as you put it, to 
call you to the stand is because the staff does not want a conversation 
of the staff passed on to the committee and—— 

Mr. WipeMan. Senator—— 

Senator Hennines. And that one of the witnesses was being scolded 
by a staff me smber for volunteer ing testimony which might be regarded 
as ane to Senator McCarthy. Is that the basis for your conclusion 
there ¢ 

Mr. WipEMAN. Senator, you will notice I do not draw any conclu- 
sion there. I merely raised a question. 

Senator Hennines. You asked that question, that query. 

Mr. Wiveman. That is correct. It was a question I had in my own 
mind, and I merely passed it on to Senator Gillette, 

Senator Hennrnes. You say: 

I am sickened by the attempts being made at this hearing to assassinate a 
Senator’s character and political career by innuendo and foul play. 


What do you mean by that, sir? 
Mr. Wipeman. Senator Hennings, I believe that I can only answer 
that question fully by recalling for you the conversation which I over- 


heard between Mr. Lynch and Mr. Fisher. 

Senator Hennines. What was that conversation, would you please 
tell us? 

Mr. Wineman. Mr. Lynch, to use my own phrase, was scolding 
Mr. Fisher for going so far in his testimony and for volunteering in 
formation beyond the s« ‘ope of the questions put to him by Mr. Moore. 
And I first took no cognizance of this conversation when Mr. Lynch 
said to Mr. Fisher, “The bosses are going to be looking for you, be 
cause they will be very unhappy about it, by this publicity. 

Senator Guerre. Re peat that. 

Senator Henprickson. I did not hear, either. 

Senator Gitterre. | did not get that mention. 

Senator Hennineas. The bosses will be looking for it. 

Mr. Wipeman. The statement, as I recall it, was to the effect th ut 
“the bosses are going to be very unhappy because of this publicity, 
the article that they were going over at the time pointed out that 
Mr. Fisher had volunteered the information that Senator MeCarthy’s 
indebtedness at the Appleton Bank had been paid in full as of th 

date. 

Senator Gittetre. | want to interrupt, Senator Hennings. 

Where was this conversation ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. It was in the staff room, room 106. 

Senator GittetTre. What were you doing there ¢ 

Mr. Wineman. Tuesday noon, if you recall, Senator, the com 
mittee recessed until W ednesday morning. 

Senator Gitterre. That is correct. 
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Mr. Wineman. Tuesday morning I had a conversation with Mr. 
Moore at the committee table and he said that he would appreciate it 
if 1 would keep n touch with his office, because there might be some 
further questioning that they would want to do in preparation of their 
case. And I said to Mr. Moore, “Do you not have the case prepared 
now to the point where I would be free until Wednesday morning ¢” 
And Mr. Moore’s comment, as I recall it, was “Well, the staff is going 
to get together this afternoon and attempt to take a fix on this whole 
situation.” 

Senator Gitterre. To do what? Attempt to what ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Attempt to take a fix. 

Senator Giuvetre. ‘Take a fix ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Those were his words, the words that he used, that 
stick in my mind, take a fix on the situation, “and we may want to 
question you during the afternoon.” 

He wanted to know if he could reach me here at the hotel. I told 
him that I thought it was doubtful if I would be at the hotel, but I 
would stop in the staff room, in room 106, 

Senator GitLetre. It was while you were there that you heard this 
conversation that you have related ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator GitLeire. Between Mr. Lynch and Mr, Fisher ? 

Mr. WipeMaAn. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Gittetre. Was there any attempt to keep that secret from 
you? 

Mr. WiIDEMAN, No, sir. there was no—I was on one side I was 
about, sitting in a chair about to the middle of the room. The con- 
versation was going on at the back side of the room. 

Senator GitLeTre. You heard it / 

Mr. Wiweman. That is correct. 

Senator Gitterrr. And you reported it where 4 

Mr. Wipemayn. I have discussed. that conversation with several 
people. 

Senator Gruterre. You have? Do you recall with whom vou dis 
cussed it ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. It was discussed or mentioned—occasional mention 
of it was made to a group of newspapermen whom I hap * ned to be 
acquainted with and I also—I believe that I mentioned it yesterday 
noon in a brief conversation that I had in the corrdor w th a Senator 
from Idaho. 

Senator GitLterre. Senator Welker ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Correct. 

Senator Gitterre. Anybody else? 

Mr. Wipeman. I discussed it with Mrs. Wideman. And I discussed 
it this morning with Senator McCarthy when he asked me what I 
meant by that one sentence contained in the letter. 

Senator Giuierre. I am sorry to interrupt you. 

Senator Henninos. | have just one or two more questions. 

Was that before or after you released this letter to the press, Mr. 
Wideman ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That was before. 

Senator Hennines. Before. And did you tell the Senator that you 
proposed to release it to the press ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hennrnes. How many copies? 

Mr. Wiveman. I believe that I did—I am not certain. 

Senator HennineGs. You believe that you did? 

Mr. WipeMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennrnes. How many copies did you have made of this 
letter ? 

Mr. Wipeman. I believe there were six copies altogether. 

Senator Hennines. Where were they made? 

Mr. Wiveman. They were carbons of the original. 

Senator Hennines. Made in the Senator's office at the same time’ 

Mr. Wiveman. Yes, sir. 

Senator HenninGs. Who were the newspapermen who were there 
when you were discussing this matter? You said a group of news 
papermen. 

Mr. Wipeman. To the best of my recollection, and I have discussed, 
talked quite a bit to newspapermen 

Senator Henninos. Since you have been here ? 

Mr. WipeMan. Since I have been here. I used to be in the business. 
I know a few of them. 

Senator Hennines. Where did these conversations with the news 
papermen take place, Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wiveman. Here in the hearing room during recess. 

Senator Hennrnes. During recess? 

Mr. Wineman. And in the cafeteria. 

Senator Hennines. And in the cafeteria. Who were some of these 
gentlemen ? 

Mr. Wineman. The men with whom I have had discussions, I be- 
lieve—I believe this is a complete list—were Robert Crater, just by 
coincidence—— 

Senator Hennineés. Do you have them written down there, do you? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir: I do not. 

Senator Henntnes. What are you reading from ? 

Mr. Wipeman. I was just looking down at the desk, this [indi 
cating}. 

Senator Henninos. I saw you were looking at something before 
you, excuse me. 

Mr. Wireman. No, sir. Mr. Carter, by coincidence, happens to be 

1 former city editor of mine. I have talked to him on numerous oc 
casions during the week. And, also, I have had some conversations 
with Frederick Othman whom I knew previously. 

Senator Hennines. With relation specifically to this particular 
conversation that you. had with the newspapermen when you relate 
to them some of your burden of complaint as expressed in this letter. 
which newspapermen did you suggest these matters of complaint to / 

Mr. Wipeman. I cannot recall, Senator, which items I discussed 
with which newspapermen. 

Senator Hrnnines. You just circulated around more or less free]\ 
at the recesses and in the cafeteria and talked to a number of people | 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Hennrnes. And you are not sure that they were all new: 
papermen, are you—people you talked with are not—you are not 
sure that they are all newspapermen, are you ? 

Mr. Wiveman. Oh, Tam now. We talked to some people during th 
course of the week who were not. 
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Senator Hrennrnes. You talked to bystanders and strangers and 
discussed these matters, complained of ¢ 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir, none of those matters contained in that letter 
were discussed with any strangers at any time. 

Senator Hennines. At any time? Those with whom you discussed 
the matters contained in the letter were all known to you and well 
known to you, is that right, sir? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir, I believe that is right—correct. 

Senator Henninos. I believe I have nothing further to ask the wit- 
ness, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Weiker. May I have a question ? 

Senator Giuterre. Of course. 

Senator Weiker. Prior to yesterday noon, prior to 12:15, had you 

en seen me before ? 

Mr. Wweman. No, sir. 

Senator Wevker. Or had you ever met me before? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I had never seen you before except in these 
hearings. 

Senator Wrecker. And since that conversation of yesterday noon 
have you ever heard from me directly or indirectly 4 

Mr. WipeMan. No, sir; I have not. 

Senator Weiker. And as I recall the incident yesterday you stopped 
me as soon as I had left this room and right out in the corridor, is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator We._ker. You told me in substance and effect of a conversa- 
tion you had overheard between a staff member and a witness by the 
name of Fisher. 

Mr. WipemMan. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Werxer. Did I or did I not tell you that I had missed the 
testimony of Mr. Fisher, I did not know much of what you were 
talking about ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, you pointed out that you had not been able to 
be here on Monday. 

Senator Weiker. Did I express to you in any manner or any sug- 
gestion as to what you should do as a witness or as a citizen in this 
matter ¢ 

Mr. Wiweman. No, sir, Senator: you did not. 

Senator Weiker. Will you tell Senator Hennings the full conversa- 
tion, anything I said or anything that you said out here in the hall, 
n the corridor, yesterday noon 

Mr. Wipeman. Senator Welker, the conversation as fully as I can 

call it on my part, I pointed out that I was very anxious to have my 
testimony taken so I could be dismissed. And, in pointing out that 
you had not heard Mr. Fisher’s testimony, elaborated somewhat on the 
difficulties that you had in getting to Washington to take part in these 
hearings. 

Senator Weiker. I explained to you a little unhappiness on my part 
that I had flown 3,000 miles to get here. Is that correct? 

Mr. Wiveman. And I believe also had ridden something like 
miles by horseback or several miles by horseback. 

Senator WeLker. That is right. 

Mr. Wipeman. To get to the airport. 
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Senator WeL_ker. Now, Mr. Wideman, have you seen or conversed 
With me in any way prior to or after your conversations with Senator 
McCarthy or anyone in Senator McCarthy’s office ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Senator Welker, the only time that I ever discussed 
any matter with you or heard from vou directly or indirectly was 
yesterday noon when I stopped you in the corridor. 

Senator Weiker. Did 1 or did I not, Mr. Wideman, say to you out 
here in the hall that I would consider your complaint, talk to the 
members of the committee, and I did not know whether I could use you 
on behalf of the committee as a witness at a later date ? 

Mr. Wineman. Yes, sir: that is correct. 

Senator Werker. Did I in any way suggest that you write a lette: 
to the committee or to anybody else over this matter ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. No letter was discussed at that point. 
did not decide at that point to even write such a letter. 

Senator Weiker. You had not at that time? 

Mr. WipeMan. I was merely irritated to write such a letter. 

Senator Weiker. Did I say anything to you in the conversation 
that encouraged you to write a letter or anything else about this 
matter ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, si 

Senator Weiker. Does counsel have any more questions regarding 
the junior Senator from Idaho / 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman, I asked no question whatever 
regarding the Seantor. 


Senator WreLKEeR. You got me into it; so I want to know whether 


there is any question. 
Senator Hennrines. I would like to say to the junior Senator that 
I asked no question whatever relating to the junior Senator from 


Idaho, and have not mentioned his name during the course of these 


hearings. 

Senator Weiker. I agree to that, Senator Hennings, but I want 
to make clear that this was the first time I had ever seen this witness 
and never had known him before and have never seen him since unti! 
I walked into the room this morning. And I want you to. feel free, 
out of courtesy to me, to ask him any questions with respect to my 
conversation or relations with him. 

Senator Henninos. I want to assure the junior Senator I have no 
such desire, never expressed or never harbored any, and do not now 
have any. 

Senator Gittetre. Do you have any questions, Senator Hendrick 
son ¢ 

Senator Henprickson. I have no questions. 

Senator Giuttettr. Were you finished? 

Senator WeLker. Yes. 

Senator Gitterre. The chairman wants to ask a few questions. 

Mr. Moore. Before you proceed, I want to make a statement, inas 
much as Senator Welker asked if counsel had any more questions. | 
have not interrogated this witness in any respect up to this point. 

Senator GrLierre. Very well. 

Mr. Wideman, how many copies of this letter addressed to me did 
you say were prepared / 

Mr. Wiveman. I believe six or seven copies, Senator Gillette. 
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Senator Gitterre. Just before it was handed to me here this morn- 
ing there were copies distributed at these press tables; were there 
not? You said you distributed them. 

Mr. Wipeman. Senator, I felt it a matter of expediency. I wanted 
to distribute the copies myself. I sat over on that side of the room and 
waited until you had an opportunity to read the letter, and I observed 
you reading the letter and you passed it over to Mr. Hennings and 
he. in turn. I believe, had passed it over to Mr. Moore before I dis- 
tributed copies. I thought it was only fair to you. 

I might add that my observation leads me to believe that you are a 
fair man, and I wanted to be fair to you, to give you an opportunity 
to know the contents of the letter before it was distributed. 


Senator Gitterre. I thank you for that kind reference to the chan 
man. 


When you distributed these copies, did you distribute them to cer 
tain favored ones that you had in mind? 


Mr. WipEeMan. No, sir. I tried to distribute one or two copies to 
each of the press tables. 

Senator Gitterre. I would like to ask you, Mr. Wideman—and be 
fore my question I think it would be fair to you and fair to the sub- 
committee and its staff if I should read this letter into the record, 
because it has been discussed here at full, and it should be part of 
the record. | Reading: |] 


MAY 15, 52 
Hon. Guy M,. GILLErteE, 
Chairman, Elections Subcommittee, 
United States Senate, Washinoton, D.C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN GILLETTE: With all respect to you and the other members 
of the committee, I am compelled to protest the conduct of this hearing by your 
staff 

I was subpenaed to appear before you at 10 a, m. last Monday. After 3 days 
of waiting, I still have not been called to testify, nor have I been able to learn 
when, if ever, I shall be called. Meanwhile, I must remain at the hearing 

Prior to this experience, I had great respect for investigations made by the 
Senate. Like other average citizens, I believed that the purpose of Senate 
nquiries was to seek the truth in an efficient and judicious manner. 

Iam now a disillusioned citizen 

Monday noon your counsel, Mr. John Moore, assured me that I could be late 
Monday or early Tuesday so that I can return to my real-estate business in 
Columbus, Ohio. Tuesday noon he promised to call me early Wednesday. To 
day is Thursday 

3 days I have been listening to your counsel questioning witnesses 
repetitiously and carrying them far afield from the subject of the inquiry. I 
have observed in the offices of your staff an anti-MceCarthy bias so strong that 

doubt if any fair and judicious results can be obtained from this hearing 

I respectfully submit these questions for your consideration: 

Haven't new and unexpected developments convinced your staff that the 
lv testimony I could possibly give would be helpful to Senator McCarthy? 


And is it not true that vour stat? is inspired either by orders from above or 
eir own persona 


al hatreds to suppress any testimony favorable to Ser 
McCarthy * 


Tuesday afternoon f \ ithessed a com 


ator 


ersation in your staff offices which appar 
tly the staff does not want passed on to the committee. In this conversation 
Witness was being scolded severely by a staff member for volunteering testimony 
hich might be regarded as helpful to Senator MeCarthy 
{ ir staff hesitates to call me to the stand? 
ttempts being made at this hear . tO assassinate 
political career by innuendo and foul play 
Chairman, that vou asl your 


a Withess Holding 
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Washington under subpena day after day is an extravagent waste of the tay 
payers’ money and my own. 
Respectfully yours, 
CLARK WIDEMAN 

It is signed, in ink, “Clark Wideman.” 

You have been here since Monday under subpena ? 

Mr. Wiweman. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Gitierre. You have been here in practically all of th 
hearings and attended them ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator GirttetTe. You have been able to note the conduct of th 
members of this subcommittee ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Have you noted in the conduct of any me at ro 
this subcommittee anything that has indicated a desire to color or | 
delay these proceedings in any way ¢ 

Mr. Wiweman. Senator, I believe that is a matter of one’s individu 
opinion and views. 

Senator Ginterre. Yes, but we would welcome the opinion ina: 
much as you have made a public statement with reference to th 
committee, 

Mr. Wineman. I believe that T can explain what I base my ow 
opimions and views upon. Is that what you desire ¢ 

Senator GILterre. Why, of course, we would like to know what you 
base it on, if you have an opinion. 

Mr. Wineman. First of all, L base it, I would say, on the testimony 
and the questioning of Mr. Strandlund that started on Monday an: 
the was continued on Tuesday and further continued on Wednesd: ay. 

t believe it was pointed out by some of the committee members then 
selves that a great deal of this testimony was repetitious. 

From my own view, it seems to me ‘that the questioning, and tl} 
repetitious questioning, from the staff, by the counsel delayed the 
hearings quite substantially. 

On Mond: ay afternoon Mr. Strandlund, as I recall, testified rathe 
—_ “dly and emphatically that when he paid $10,000 to Senator M 

arthy it was solely for the rights to the Lustron book, the artic 
written by Senator McCarthy. 

Senator GiLerre. Now, let me interrupt—let me bring you back 
Lo Iny quest ion. 

Have you obse rved anything on the part of any members of 
subce ommittee that in \licated the desire to delay or color or disto! 
the proceedings in any way! 

Senator Weiker. | submit, Mr. Chairman, that the witness is trv! 
to answer your question. , 

Senator Gitterre. Yes, of course; he is making a statement as to 
how he based his opinion, and in his statement he said that even th 
members of the committee had raised the question that some of the 
proceedings were repetitious. I am trying to find out whether, 
his opinion, he has observed anything that indicated whether any 
member of this subcommittee was delaying this proceeding in any 
way. 

Mr. WipeMaNn. Senator, it is my own personal view—and I believe 
that I will be even stronger in that view when I have had opportunit) 
to go over, through all “of the testimony, through the record—th 
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had the case been more thoroughly prepared by your staff in advance 
of the subpenaing of witnesses to Washington, it would not have been 

necessary or deemed desirable by the members of the committee to 
repeat questions and rephrase questions at such length. And that is 
particularly true, I believe, of Mr. Strandlund’s testimony. 

Senator Gituterre. That is a statement critical of the staff. 

My question is: Do you have any criticism against the subcommit- 
tee or any of its members in the conduct of this case or of this 
hearing ¢ 

Mr. WipemMan. Senator, I believe that it would be unfair to criti- 
cize the committee when it is my own feeling that any negligence in 
preparation of the case would lie with it, and any fault along that 
line would lie with the staff, on which the committee was relying for 
ilvance preparation, 

Senator Ginterre. ‘Then, is your answer that you have not observed 
inything on the part of the members of the subcommittee that indi- 
ated a purpose to delay or distort or color the proceedings in any 
way ¢ 

senator Hi NDRICKSON . Have y you see i any evidence of prejudice on 

» part of any member of the committee, in other words ¢ 

“ie WipreMan. It is diflicult to answer a question of that type either 
“Yes” or “No.” I believe that a fair statement and a fair explana- 
tion of my view would be that I have no criticism of the conduct of 
inv member of the committee; but in the letter my intention was 
merely to be critical of the staff and their conduct in their preparation 
of the case. 

Senator Guerre. All right. Now, Mr. Wideman, the chairman. 
who is now speaking to you, has been present every minute of all of 
these proceedings, | believe. I may have been called out momen- 
tarily. 1 was available here. You know that I am Senator Gillette 
do you not ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gutterre. The chairman of the committee ? 

Mr. WipemMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. You have had ample opportunity—have you 
not ’—both before and after the sessions. to come to me to make any 
complaint that you had to make with reference to your private affairs 
and your need to get back to Ohio. Have you not had that oppor- 
tunity ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, si 

a i mentioned previously, Senator Gillette, until yesterday, from 

‘noon recess on, I felt that any personal problems that I might have 
any personal hards ships tl rat I might be undergoing by these del: ays 

‘re not of suflicient. import to the committee to bother the members 
of the committee with. 

At the noon recess I decided that the delays just were perhaps going 


indefinitely, and I looked around the room for you. I believe that 


uu had already left. Senator Welker, as I believe, was definite ly the 
st man to leave the room, and that was the reason for my contacting 
nator Welker. 
Senator GitLerre. That is perfectly all right. There is no criticism 
that, but you were able to find Senator McC arthy ’s offices, and you 
think you would be able to find mine or any member of this sub- 
nimittee; do you not ¢ 





252 INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


Mr. Wipeman. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator GILLeTrr. You made no attempt to do that ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. At any time. You came to this proceeding 
under—— 

Mr. WipeMan. Senator—— 

Senator Grutetre. Pardon me. 


Mr. Wipeman. Senator, if I might finish that statement. I have 


been here in the hearing room continuously since Monday morning 
I believe I have heard almost every word of testimony. 

During the noon recess I would be eating. It was usually late | 
the afternoon before we were through here. The only time that | 
have made any calls on any Senator have been during the ear!) 
evening, and sing were just hasty visits. 

Senator Giuterrr. Again, I say you came here as an unbiased wit 
ness, ready to give usthe truth: did you not ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir: that is correct. 

Senator Giuerre. You did not assume that you were called 
witness for one side or the other ; did you / 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator GitLerre. In the controversy 4 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Gittetre. You do not so consider yourself now / 

Mr. Wipeman. No,sir: I donot. 

Senator Gatierre. Now, | ask you in all courtesy, do you consider 
that it was courteous and fair to the committee to write a letter of 
this kind, reflecting on the committee, and distributing it to the press 
without having contacted me or the other members in any way, asking 
for consideration of your case and the delays that have been imposed 
on you‘ 

Mr. WipeMANn. Senator Gillette, it was not my intention. Perhaps 
1 failed in my intention, but it was not my intention to make any 
statement in the letter embarr: assing to the committee. or criticizing 
the committee in any manner, shape or form. 

Senator Gitterre. Well, if that was your intention—— 

Mr. Wipeman. My only contact previously—my only contact wit! 
this hearing had been through the staff. And my only complaint is 
the manner In win h I have been sort of more or less kicked around 
from day to day by the staff, led to believe on Monday that I would 
be called not later than Tuesday morning; on Tuesday, that I would 
be called not later than Wednesday. And, as I pointed out in 1! 
etter, this is Thursday. 

And at the time I delivered the letter I still had not been able | 
vet any indication as to when I might be called. 

Senator Guunerre. I want the record to show, in fairness to th 
members of the subcommittee and to the staff, the staff has not fixed 
the time of these hearings. They are fixed by the chairman, afte! 
discussing it with the members of the subcommittee. 

We have a tremendous burden in the duties that we have before u- 
here. 

The work of this subcommittee is a relatively minor matter in t!\ 
host of obligations that we have. 

The time of these hearings has to be determined after considerat on 
of the members and their obligations, their duties on the floor of | 
Senate, and in other committees. 
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The staff has been notified when the hearings are to be held. The 
staff does not call them. 

It is regrettable that the witnesses have been called here and re- 
tained, but I assure you that you are not the only one who has been 
inconvenienced, and it is no fault of the subcommittee. But, again, 
[ wish to say to you as strongly as I can that I personally consider 
it an unfair attack on the subcommittee when a letter of this kind 
should be given to the press without coming to the members of the 
committee or to the chairman, other than the conversation that you 
said that you had with Senator Welker, which was not to the point as 
you have presented it here. 

It is very regrettable that this action has taken place. 

If there are no more questions— 

Senator Henprickson. I want to ask a couple of questions. 

Senator Gutterre. Proceed. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Wideman, do you know Senator Taft? 

Mr. Wipeman. Only casually. : interviewed him on a few occa- 
sions and covered speeches made by him when I was working as a 
iewspaper reporter, 

Senator Henprickson. I see. 

Do you know Senator Bricker? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir: in the same—to the same extent. 

Senator Henprickson, Neat: are both your Senators, are they not? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, s 

Senator Henpru eae T am a little puzzled since you felt or ong’y 
enough to write a letter of this sort—I am a little puzzled why you 
woule | not naturally go to one of your Senators and complain * you 

elt that you were being kicked around, as you put it. 

\ir. Wipeman. Well, Senator—— 

Senator Henprickson, Would that not be a natural course / 

Mr. Wipeman. Senator Hendrickson, I believe that I can explain 
that. I felt that neither Mr. Taft nor Mr. Bricker had any connection 

th these hearings. I believe that the tenor of the letter will indi- 

te that 1 wanted to get some sort of satisfaction from the committee, 

d I felt that the most natural person to address any complaint that 
lL had was to the chairman of the committee. 

senator Hi NDRICKSON, To the chairman of the committee 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henprickson. But before you addressed that complaint in 

e form of this letter, would it not be a natural thing for a constituent 

» 970 tO his Senator when some functional phase of the Senate was 
operating against his interests 4 

Mr. Wipeman. No; I can see no point, no reason why I should 

ive felt that I should drag either Senator ‘Taft or Senator Bricker 

to this hearing. 

Senator Henprickson. Well, you must have felt pretty bitterly 

bout this thing or you never would have written a letter like this. 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Henprickson. And I just cannot understand. T mean, it 
vould be perfect lv natural for me, if 1 were down here in Washington 

I was suffering some damage as the result of Senate activities, the 
nist thing I would do would be to vo to one of my own Senators. It 
ins to me that would be the natural course. 


? 
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Mr. Wiwweman. Well, Senator, I am not familiar with protocol }, 
Washington. It has always been my policy 

Senator Henprickson. I do not think that is protocol. 

Mr. WineMan (continuing). To take the most direct action pos 
sible. And I felt that that letter, addressed to the chairman, would 
bring the desired results of getting me called as a witness prompt} 
and not held in abeyance until next week. 

Senator Hrenprickson. You did not go near Senator Bricker’: 
office, did you? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Henpricxson. And you did not go near Senator Taft's 
office ? 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir. 

Senator Henprickson. To register any complaint in respect to this 
feeling that you have? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator Henprickson. All right. 

Senator WeLKer. One question, Mr. Chairman. 

Do we have any idea when we will get to this witness’ testimony 
in chief? I understand for some reason he was subpenaed here. We 
have not gotten his testimony; is that correct 

Senator Gitterre. Off the record. I will consult with members of 
the subcommittee. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Guterre. The Chair, having conferred with the members 
of the subcommittee, we have not interrogated Mr. Wideman on the 
matter for which he was subpenaed, and we will meet at 2 o’clock, at 
which time we will hear Dean Paul Appleby on remedial legislation. 
This arrangement was made for some time, at least 10 days ago, for 
Dean Appleby to be here. I would think we would finish with him 
probably in one-half or three-quarters of an hour, and then we wil! 
take up your testimony after that time. 

Mr. Wipeman. All right, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. The committee will rise and resume at 2 o'clock 

Mr. Wineman. May I add a comment? 

Senator Grtterre. What is that / 

Mr. Wipeman. I greatly appreciate your courtesy in calling me 
to testify this morning. 

Senator Guuetre. All right. 

Mr. Wipeman. It was of tremendous assistance. 

Senator Gutetre. We will stand in recess until 2 o'clock this 
afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the subcommittee recessed to reco! 
vene at 2 p. m. of the same day.) 





AFTERNOON SESSION 


Present: Senators Gillette (presiding), Hennings, Hendrickson, 
and Welker. 

Senator Gitterre. The subcommittee will come to order. 

When the subcommittee recessed it was expected at 2 o’clock we 
would hear Dean Appleby, but the chairman was unable to get here 
at. 2 o’clock, and we want to proceed with Mr. Wideman, to finish up 
his testimony, and as much other testimony as we can take. 
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At a later time Dean Appleby will either appear or file a statement 
with the committee for its use, for suggestions for remedial legislation. 

The subcommittee meets pursuant to its recess, and there are in at- 
tendance Senator Hennings, Senator Hendrickson, and Senator 
Welker, and the chairman. 

Mr. Wideman, you have already been sworn ‘ 


TESTIMONY OF CLARK WIDEMAN—Resumed 


Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Giuterre. And will you, Counsel, proceed with the inter- 
rogation of Mr. Wideman ? 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Wideman, what is your present occupation 

Mr. Wineman. I am a real-estate broker in the city of Columbus, 
Ohio. 

Mr. Moore. You are a real-estate broker ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. ‘That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Do you engage in any other business ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir, I do not. 

Mr. Moore. What was your occupation in 1947 and 1948 and 1949? 

Mr. Wipeman. Throughout 1947 and 1948 I was a newspaper re- 
porter. In 1949 I operated a public relations agency in the city of 
Columbus. 

Mr. Moore. You and I, Mr. Wideman, did not meet until these 
hearings convened; is that not true? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is true, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. We had a conversation, did we not, on Tuesday, Mr. 
Wideman, just at the recess, about when you might go on ? ; 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And at that time I stated, did I not, that I was going to 
have a conference with the staff and that we would take a fix on what 
he procedure would be for the following day 4 

Mr. Wiweman. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Are you familiar with the expression “take a fix?” 

Mr. WipemMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore, It is a navigational term, is it not, that we used during 
Navy days? 

Mr. Wiweman. That is correet. 

Mr. Moore. You did not talk with me yesterday, did vou. Mr. 
Wideman, about when you might go on? ' 

Mr. Wireman. Mr. Moore, I believe that I asked you at the noon 
recess if you thought that I would get on during the afternoon. I 
believe my recollection is correct in that, and that you said tliat you 
felt that I would before the day was over. ; 

Mr. Moore. There was a possibility of that; is that what I said? 

Mr. Wipeman. I believe that I am correct as to the date there. 

Mr. Moorr. On Tuesday, Mr. Wideman, we had no session ‘in the 
afternoon, did we? 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Moore. I told you that I would like to be in touch with you 
during the afternoon? . 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Is that not so? 

Mr. Wipeman. Right. 
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Mr. Moore. Is it not a fact that you said that you and Mrs. Wideman 
would be doing some sightseeing in W ashington during the after 
noon ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And that I could not reach you, and that you would 
call me? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. It is a fact, too, is it not, that we did not talk on the 
telephone during that afternoon, did we? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moorr. Because I saw you in the corridor downstairs opposite 
room 106 4? 

Mr. Wiwweman. That is correct. Prior to my seeing you in the 
corridor I had stopped in the office. I was decided that I would 
stop in to see you before I left the building, and I stopped in the 
office, and it was at that time that I witnessed a conversation between 
Mr. Fisher and Mr. Lynch. That was prior to my seeing you in the 
corridor. 

Mr. Moore. Now, sir, was it at that time, was it not, that Mr. 
Fisher and you went to room 4-B for the purpose of having a dis- 
cussion ? 

Mr. Wineman. It was after—it was—Mr. Lynch, the investigator 
involved—and I followed him at his request after this matter of 
conversation between Mr. Lynch and Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Moore, At that time you stated to Mr. Lynch that you would 
not make any statements except when you appeared before the sub 
committee under oath: is that correct? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, yesterday afternoon when we adjourned, 
did you come to the committee table here and talk with me about 
when you might go on? 

Mr. Wipeman. No. sir: I did not. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. W ideman. you did not tell me, did you, that you 
had a political—a meeting scheduled, at which you had to give a 
speech i Tuesday evening? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir: I believe I did not—Tuesday noon—when 
T canceled that engagement before I started for W ashington. 

Mr. Moore. It is a fact, is it not, that you at no time talked with me 
about any pressing engagements that you had? 

Mr. Wipeman. Mr. Moore, I believe that perhaps I was not em- 
phatic enough about it. but I believe that I mentioned it on each oceca- 
sion that I talked to you, and that was the point in my asking you. 

Mr. Moore. Well, except to indicate that you naturally, like ever) 
one here, has other things to do? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Yes. 

Now, then, you stated this morning, did you not, under interroga- 
tion by Senator Gillette, that during the course of the proceedings on 
the first d: ay, Mr. Fisher had volunteered information and that [ had 
taken exception to his having volunteered that information / 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; that was not my testimony. 

Mr. Moore. Was it not your testimony, Mr. Wideman, that Mr. 
Fisher. when he was on the stand, volunteered information that a 
certain indebtedness of Senator McCarthy had been paid? 
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Mr. Wineman. It is my recollection, Mr. Moore, that under interro- 
gation Monday afternoon Mr. Fisher commented that the indebted- 
ness was paid off at that time. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Fisher commented on that? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Mr. Moors. Now, sir, I call your attention to my interrogation of 
Mr. Fisher at page 91 of this record, wherein I was interrogating Mr. 
Fisher concerning the Arundel note, and I read you the following 
questions and answers: 

Mr. Fisher, if I can interrupt you, this letter states that at the direction of the 
anking department . was charged off, this $20,000 item. Does that mean the 
bank had to take th sas a loss? 

Mr. Fisher. They < ould have charged it off as a bad debt 

Mr. Moo It is true, is it not, that this de Dt Was eventually paid? 

Mr. FisHer. Yes, sir 

Do you recall that? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Do you wish to correct the testimony you gave this 
morning ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I donot. And,as I recall—and Mr. Moore, 
I have not read the report of the hearing, but as I recall—and I was in 
the back of the room, and this has _ n mentioned to the staff previ 
ously, I believe by several people, it is difficult to catch every word 
farther back in the room, but my caeceniaes both from what I thought 
I heard and from the newspaper accounts, was to the effect that Mr. 
Fisher simply added a comment that all of the indebtedness was paid 
off at that time. The testimony that you just read to me, Mr. Moore, 
was—I believe that I am right—that you just read to me the excerpts 
of the testimony pertaining to the note that Mr. Arundel signed. 
There was considerably more indebtedness besides that which Mr. 
Arundel had endorsed. 

Mr. Moorr. Your testimony is that Mr. Fisher stated that all of the 
other indebtedness had been paid, or what / 

Mr. Wipeman. No; my statement, Mr. Moore, is simply and plainly 
and irrevocably this: That on Tuesday afternoon while visiting 106 

and waiting to see if you wanted me, that I overheard a discussion 
between Mr. Lynch and Mr. Fisher in which Mr. Lynch was scolding 
Mr. Fisher for giving to the committee what he described as a gratul- 
tous statement, and the gratuitous statement was the statement pertain- 
ing to the effect that Senator McCarthy had paid off his indebtedness. 

Senator Hennrnos. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Gutterre. Yes, Senator Hennings. 

Senator Hennincs. May I be permitted to make an observation and 
possibly a suggestion to the chairman and the members of the sub- 
committee and counsel ? 

[t is my notion that the subcommittee is charged with the evalu- 
ation of the testimony of this witness as it relates to the matters to 
which he has already testified, matters upon which he may be called 
to testify, and such matters of difference as may appear to exist be- 
tween what he says and heard down in the committee staff room and 
what the staff may indicate that he said, and we hope that the com- 
mittee can measure up to the responsibility of properly and justly 
evaluating this gentleman’s testimony. 

And I do believe that we are about ready to go on to the substantive 
matters pertaining to the case in hand, and the issues, unless Mr. 
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Moore feels that the staff needs further substantiation of its position 


or refutation, if necessary, of the matter which was placed in the letter 


which this gentleman released to the press this morning. 

Senator Griterre. It would be the opinion of the chairman that we 
have gone sufficiently into that phase of the matter, as Senator Hen 
nings “suggests, and I am sure the other Senators will agree. 

The members of the subcommittee have confidence in their staff 
and they can evaluate any evidence that was presented this morning 
But that is a separate inquiry and ought not to take up the time of 
the committee on the matter for which this witness is called. I be 
lieve, Mr. Moore, if you will do that—— 

Mr. Moorr. Very well, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wideman, you have testified that in 1947 and 1948 you wer 
employed asa newspaper reporter, have you not? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. What was the newspaper with which you were con- 
nected at that time? 

Mr. Wipeman. The Columbus Citizen. 

Mr. Moore. Were you ever employed by Robert Byers, Sr. ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Moore. At what time were you employed by him ? 

Mr. Wiveman. From January 1949 until—from January 1949 until 
approximately April of 1950. 

Mr. Moore. In what capacity were you employed by Mr. Byers? 

Mr. Wineman. During that period I was a public rel: ations con- 
sultant. Mr. Byers simply engaged my professional services. He 
was one of a number of clients that I represented at that time. I was 
never what you might call an employee of Mr. Byers. 

Mr. Moorr. You were never an employee of Mr. Byers, you say?! 

Mr. Wineman. In the sense that the term is generally used. T was 
a free agent, conducting a public relations business. 

Mr. Moorr. He was a client of yours; is that it ¢ 

Mr. Wiveman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Were you on a retainer? 

Mr. Wineman. No. I simply billed him for services rendered from 
time to time. 

Mr. Moore. But that was after your newspaper connection; is that 
your testimony / 

Mr. WipemaNn. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. When, Mr. Wideman, did you first meet Senator Mc 
Carthy? 

Mr. Wineman. AsT reeall, Mr. Moore, I first met Senator MeCarthy 
in the early fall of 1947. 

Mr. Moore. At the time when you were employed by the Columbus 
Citizen ? 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. As a reporter / 

Mr. Wireman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Did you interview him at that time ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes. I say—-I hesitate a little bit at this point, 
Mr. Moore. I had a fee ling until a few minutes ago, when I was look- 
ing over the book more thoroughly, that IT _ first met him in the 
fall of 1948, but it was in the fali of 1947 or 1948, whichever time, 
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whichever year the Senator was conducting housing hearings through- 
out the country. 

Mr. Moore. And what is it, Mr. Wideman, you say refreshes your 
recollection on that date ? 

Mr. Wiweman. I just saw a reference in the book, rather casual 
reference. 

Mr. Moore. Are you referring to exhibit 18? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right; that is right. It has been several 
years, and I have not been thinking about these matters. 

Mr. Moore. To what page of the booklet ? 

Mr. Wipeman. It was during the period that Senator MeCarthy 
was traveling around the country conducting housing hearings. 

Mr. Moore. Can you identify what page of this booklet refreshed 
your recollection ? 

Mr. WinemMan. Yes; I can find it here, I believe. On page 29, “The 
Joint Congressional Committee on Housing closed its hearings in 
Detroit one afternoon last year.” 

Now, I believe this was written in 1948, which would set the date 
of those hearings in 1947. 

Mr. Moorr. Do you recall what was the nature of your interview 
with Senator Me¢ ‘arthy at the time of your first meeting ? 

Mr. Wineman. Yes. I was assigned by the city editor of the news- 
paper to interview Senator McCarthy on the subject of housing. I 
helieve at that time Senator McCarthy was in Columbus, scheduled 
to speak before a convention of building officials, the National con- 
vention of building officials. 

Mr. Moore. Is that the National Conference of Building Officials? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. I believe that is the name of the 
organization. And at that time housing, of course, was the No. 1 
domestic issue. 

Mr. Moore. Yes? 

Mr. Wipeman. And the city editor felt that an interview with 
McCarthy would be very newsworthy. 

Mr. Moore. Who was the ce ity editor at that time ? 

Mr. Wipeman. The city editor was Robert Crater. 

Mr. Moore. You stated you interviewed Senator McCarthy. Was 
that at the Deschler Hotel? 

Mr. Wineman. Yes: that is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you have dinner with him at that time? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes: I did. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, did you thereafter arrange a promotion 
linner on behalf of Bob Byers, Tie Llousing enterprises, to which 
Senator McCarthy was invited ? 

Mr. Wineman. I made arrangement, or assisted in the making of 
irrangements for one dinner, at which Senator McCarthy spoke. 
Phat was in March of 1949. 

Mr. Moorr. Of 1949? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. How many promotion dinners did you say ? 

Mr. Wineman. I only—I only participated as a public relations 
onsultant a one of those dinners. Senator McCarthy, my recollec- 
‘ is, was in Columbus for two dinners sponsored by Mr. Byers. 

n the sec is occasion I had been in Canada fishing and arrived back 
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just a day or two before Senator MeCarthy’s visit, and I believe that 
Mr. Byers contacted Senator McCarthy direct on that occasion. 

Mr. Moorr. So that—— 

Mr. Wipeman. Made the arrangements. 

Mr. Moore. So that in the first instance you made the contact with 
Senator McCarthy, and on the second occasion Mr. Byers himself made 
the direct approach; is that right ? 

Mr. Wipeman. I believe that that is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Did you have any social contacts with Senator Me 
Carthy in connection with your promotion of these dinners? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. Was he a guest at your home ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. On how many occasions? 

Mr. Wineman. I believe that he was a guest at my home on two o1 
possibly three occasions. 

Mr. Moore. And did you attend functions such as football games 
together ¢ 

Mr. Wineman. I do not recall ever having attended a football game 


with him. At the time that Senator McCarthy was in Cincinnati, 


conducting a housing hearing, I went down because the Senator was 
coming to Columbus for similar hearings and I wanted to observe the 
hearings. At that time several people went with Senator McCarthy 
to a football game, but I do not believe that I accompanied him. 

Mr. Moore. Was he an overnight guest in your home? 

Mr. Wineman. No, at no time, to my recollection, was he an over- 
night guest. 

Mr. Moore. Did you not inform staff investigators that Senator 
McCarthy was in fact a week-end guest at your home on several! 
occasions ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Mr. Moore. You did not? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. I would say that on two or three week 
ends it was my responsibility to see that the Senator was entertained, 
and transportation and other facilities made available to him if | 
needed them. 

Mr. Moore. Did Senator MeCarthy at any time discuss with you 
the writing of an article or a book on housing? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir; he did. 

Mr. Moore. On what pai to did he discuss this project with you / 

Mr. Wipeman. It was during the period of the housing hearings 
which I believe—I repeat again, I am not certain whether it was 1947 
or 1948—he mentioned on one occasion that he was writing or under 
taking the writing of some articles on the subject of housing and he 
ask my—he asked me whether or not as a newspaperman I felt that 
articles covering the hearings would be worth while to the genera] 
public, if there were need for that type of information, if it would 
be helpful at all in the housing situation. 

Mr. Moore. Articles covering those hearings; is that your testi- 
mony ! 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, did he ever request your assistance in con- 
nection with the authorship of any such publication ? 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir; he never did. 
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Mr. Moore. Did he ever discuss this matter or ask the assistance 
of Mrs. Wideman ? 

Mr. Wiweman. No, sir; he never did. 

Mr. Moore. Has she ever helped you in your writing or public- 
relations work / 

Mr. Wiweman. Yes; yes, she has. 

Mr. Moorr. Did—— 

Mr. Wipeman. I might add a note there, if I may, that Mrs. Wide- 
man at one time was society writer for the Columbus Citizen and 
later published a bulletin for a girls’ college. Her background is such 
that there are many things she could assist me in doing in public- 
relations work. 

Mr. Moore. Did Robert Byers, Sr., Mr. Wideman, ever discuss 
the writing of a housing article for Senator McCarthy with you‘ 

Mr. Wipeman. The first discussion that I can recall ever having 
with Mr. Byers——— 

Mr. Moore. Is your answer to my question “Yes”; that there was 
such a discussion ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes; yes, there was. 

Mr. Moore. There was? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. At what time? 

Mr. Wiweman. At the time of the Fulbright hearing the book sud- 
denly became page 1 news. The day that the story broke on Senator 
McCarthy's book, published by Lustron, that was the first indication 
that I had ever had that Senator McCarthy had had such a book pub- 
lished by Lustron and and the first time it was called to my attention— 
the news story called to my attention was from Mr. Byers in a tele- 
phone conversation. The telephone conversation did not make sense 
at the time and has not made sense in my own mind since, but it was 
to the effect that I had double-crossed him, Mr. Byers, by writing such 
an article for Mr. McCarthy and in turn helping Senator McCarthy 
peddle the publication to Lustron Corp. 

Mr. Moore. Just so that the record may be clear, is your testimony 
that after the publicity was given to this booklet in the Fulbright 
proceedings, that is, in the proceedings before the Fulbright com- 
mittee, at that time you had a conversation with Byers—it was at that 
time that he made this accusation that you have just recounted to the 
committee ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. But it is, also, your testimony, is it, that you, in fact 
never had had any such conversation ¢ 

Mr. WiveMan. No, Mr. Moore; my testimony is—— 

Mr. Moore. Prior—— 

Mr. Wineman. That prior to that day I had never had any con- 
versation with Mr. Byers. 

Mr. Moorr. With Mr. Byers? 

Mr. WipeMan. At any time relating to any writing that Senator 
McCarthy might be doing. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, you spoke a moment ago about these promo- 
tional dinners which you and Mr. Byers, Sr., arranged, did you not? 
[ ask you this question in connection therewith, Did you make ar- 
rangements for the payment of a fee to the Senator for his appearance 
at those dinners ? 
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Mr. Wineman. No; the arrangements for payment of fees were mad: 
directly between Senator McCarthy and Mr. Byers. 

Mr. Moorr. Do you know ae much those toes were / 

Mr. Wiveman. No, sir; I do not know. I do not know from my 
own knowledge at all what the payment was. 

Mr. Moore. Do you deny, Mr. Wideman, having told staff investiga 
tors on October 1 12, 1951, that the : agreed fee was $500 and expenses 

Mr. Mipeman. Mr. Moore, I wish to state for the record that m) 
statement to your investigators was that it was my impression that 
that was the fee paid. I did not handle the fee. I was not presen 
when any fee was paid. 

Mr. Moorr. But it was your impression at that time that some $50) 
was paid; is that right? 

Mr. Wipeman. That was just a general impression that I had. 

Mr. Moore. Is that presently your impression ? 

Mr. Wiveman, That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. At that time the Byers Co. was a client of yours, was 
it not ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Did you receive a fee in connection with that promo 
tional dinner ? 

Mr. Wiveman. I receive—I submitted a bill at approximately that 
time which covered some other services rendered in the amount, | 
believe, of $300. It was a small fee. My work in connection with 
these dinners was very, very trivial, you might say, compared to the 
over-all job. I handled newspaper publicity for the dinners. Mr. 
Byers made the arrangements with the hotels. He prepared and 
mailed out or had prepared and mailed out the guest list and that sort 
of thing. 

Mr. Moore. Well now, in connection with Senator McCarthy’s ap 
pearance at the dinner as a speaker, did you yourself contact him or did 
Mr. Byers? 

Mr. Wipeman. In connection with the dinner in Mareh of 1949 I 
contacted Senator Me( ‘arthy myself. 

Mr. Moorr. On the second occasion is it your testimony that Mr, 
Byers contacted him ? 

Mr. Wiveman. To the best of my knowledge it is Mr. Byers. I was 
in Canada at the time and when I came back Mr. Byers notified me that 
Senator McCarthy was coming, that he had taken care of the arrange 
ments for it, for a meeting. 

Mr. Moore. Now then, the purpose of these promotional dinners 
was to promote the prefabricated housing in which the Byers Co. was 
engaged, is that not so? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, that is right, Mr. Moore. Mr. Byers was e1 
gaged in both prefabricated housing, the erection and sales of pre 
fabricated houses at retail, and in the construction of conventional] 
built houses. His operation is not confined to prefabricated housing. 

Mr. Moore. And Senator McCarthy in his speech devoted his re 
marks to the subject of conventional housing and prefabricated hou: 
ing, did he? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, Mr. Moore, that is not—the answer to that is 
“No.” At the first dinner meeting which, perhaps to straighten things 
out a little bit, was held at the Seneca Hotel, Senator Me ‘Carthy CO! 
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fined his talk as far as I can recall to current housing legislation. The 
talk was entirely on housing legislation. His audience was made up 

almost entirely of real-estate dealers, bankers, FHA, and other public 
offic’ ials who were interested in housing. 

Mr. Moore. So that the record may be clear, Mr. Wideman, will you 
please fix the date of that first meeting ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes; I believe that I can fix the date pretty accu- 
rately as Friday night, March 19, 1949. 

Mr. Moore, Did the Senator in his talk mention the Byers enter- 
prises ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. I do not recall whether he did or not, Mr. Moore. If 
he did it certainly was no more than yust a passing comment, In 

veral talks which I heard Mr. McCarthy give, including some not 
under the sponsorship of Mr. Byers, he would name several people 
in that section of the country who he felt was doing an outstanding job. 

Mr. Moore. Well now, is it your testimony that at that time he 
named Mr. Byers as doing an outstanding job ? 

Mr. Wiweman. I do not recall. 

Mr. Moorz. Why do you bring that up? 

Mr. Wiweman. Pardon? 

Mr. Moore. Why do you bring it up at this time ? 

Mr. Wiveman. You brought it up. You brought it up in the form 
of the question. 

Mr. Moore. I think the record will be clear. 

You said that he mentioned, may have mentioned it casually and in 
passing; is that your testimony ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. That is the only form in which I 
ever heard Senator McCarthy mention—— 

Mr. Moore. What did—— 

Mr. Wipeman. Any specific— 

Mr. Moore. What did he say in these casual remarks ? 

Mr. Wipeman. To the best of my recollection his statements were 
something like this, that he felt that there was a tremendous amount 
of work being’ done by the housing industry to help solve the housing 
problem, and then he would go on to name several people of local 
interest who he felt was doing an outstanding job. One of them I 
recall, a competitor of Mr. Byers whom he always spoke highly of was 
the Creith Lumber Co. 

Mr. Moore. But you say he did mention the Byers enterprises in a 
casual way? Can you be any more specific than that ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. No: I do not believe I can. I cannot recall. 

Mr. Moore. Let me refresh your recollection. Did Senator Me- 

Carthy at any time say that Mr. Byers had all of the money that he 
needed for his operations? Do you recall that having been said and 
iaving been publicized in the Columbus papers? 

Mr. Wineman. No, I do not recall that, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. Did you ever have any meeting with officials of 
Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Wmeman. Yes: on probably two or three occasions I inter- 
viewed Mr. Strandlund. Carl Strandlund, as a newspaper reporter. 

Mr. Moore. Did you ever have any business dealings with Mr. 
Strandlund ¢ 

Mr. WipeMan. No, sir; none of any nature whatsover. 
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Mr. Moore. Did you ever discuss with Mr. Strandlund the writing 
of a booklet on housing ? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I never discussed such a matter with him, 
so far as I can recall, and I believe that my recollection—I cannot 
think of any occasion I’d have for discussing such a matter with him. 

Mr. Moorre. Were you here, Mr. Wideman, when Mr. Strandlund 
testified that on one occasion you brought to his home in Columbus 
Senator McCarthy and Mr. Byers, Jr., with you, were you here when 
he so testified ? 

Mr. WipeMan. Yes, I was, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. Do you recall that occasion ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Moore. Independently ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Was that following one of the promotional dinners 
to which you have referred a moment ago / 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes; that was following Senator McCarthy’s visit 
in the fall of 1949. It was on a Saturday evening. Mrs. Wideman 
and I had gone to the Deschler-Wallick Hotel to have dinner with 
Senator McCarthy. And following dinner the Senator, I believe that 
this is the correct sequence now, said that he wanted to make a tele- 
phone call to Mr. Strandlund, and during the telephone conversation 
became apparent that Mr. Strandlund was inviting Senator Mc- 

Carthy to come out to his home and the Senator agreed to do so, as 
I recall he told Mr. Strandlund that he had a few people with him and 
was it all right if they all came out, inasmuch as Senator McCarthy 
did not have a car, and Mr. Strandlund’s home was quite some dis- 
tance out in the country. 

Senator Moore. Is it your testimony that Bob Byers, Jr., was 
among the guests? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Was he among your guests, that is, at dinner? 

Mr. Wipeman. I do not recall whether he was at dinner with us 
or not. I believe that he probably was. 

Mr. Moore. You are clear, are you, that Mr. Byers, Jr., went with 
you and Senator McCarthy to Mr. Strandlund’s home q 

Mr. Wipeman. Very, very clear. Mr. Byers, Jr., drove. 

Mr. Moore. He drove you out? 

Mr. WIDEMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. But you do not remember whether he had dinner with 
you and the Senator or not / 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; I do not recall. 

Mr. Moore. To the extent that Mr. Strandlund testified here that 
Senator McCarthy’s arrival at his home on that occasion was un 
expected, you differ with him: is that correct? 

Mr. Wiveman. Yes. I think that there is a little discrepancy 
there in our recollections of that evening. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, was there at one time a dice game, at which 
you and Bob Byers, Jr., were present at one of the promotion din- 
ners to which you referred in your testimony ¢ 

Mr. Wiveman. That one incident that you refer to took place— 

Mr. Moore. Will you please identify the incident ¢ 

Mr. Wiweman. Yes. That is what I am about to do. 

Mr. Moore. It took place on what date? 
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Mr. Wiveman. It took place, I believe, on Saturday night, March 
90. 

Mr. Moore. Saturday night, March 20, 19494 

Mr. Wipeman. 1949. 

Mr. Moore. Where was this; where was it, at the Deschler-Wallick 
Hotel? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes: that is right: at the Deschler-Wallick Hotel, 
in Senator McCarthy’s room. 

Mr. Moore. It was in Senator McCarthy’s room / 

Mr. Wineman. That is right. 

Mr. Moore, Tell us who was present. 

Mr. Wipeman. Mr. Moore, as I recall—I have no recollection and 
no way of recalling that. If the committee has no objection I would 
like toe xpli iin to the best of my recollection ex: actly what happened on 
that evening. 

Mr. Moorr. Well. now, we want you to do that and fully, if you 
can. 

Let me ask you a question, Mr. Wideman. On that oecasion was 
Mr. Bob Byers, Jr., present 4 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. And there were other guests present at Senator Mc- 
Carthy’s room ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right; there were people— employee s and 
friends of Mr. Byers, Sr., and Mr. Byers, Jr.—they went in and out of 
the room during the course of the evening 

Mr. Moorr. And they were invited to the room by the Senator / 

Mr. Wiveman. I presume that some of them were and some were 
not. 

Mr. Moore. Will you please now explain, will you relate to the 
committee what happened ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes. 

Several of us had dinner with Senator McCarthy at t] Si seh 
Wallick Hotel and I W ruld Ssa\ about LO o'clock, 10 or ae we 
left the dining room and went up to Senator McCarthy’s room. 

There were a num es f conversations taking part in Various corn- 
ers of the room. Senator McCarthy was moving around from one 
group to — 1. 

I would s that quite late in the evening the discussion gath ered 
around the eWiee of Army experiences and the que stion of An 
ker an d Arm) dice games came up in t | » dise *LISSION. someone if 
the time said that they had never seen a ‘ew game and started asking 

estions about it 

Senator Hennings. Was this some man there? [Laughter. 

Mr. Wipeman. No; it was a lady, and I think probabls it was Mrs 
\W deman. : 

Senator Henntnes. I see. What kind of a game, what type of a 
game was this, Mr. Wideman, shooting er: ap ; 

Mr. Wipeman. Well, we atte mpted to e xp: iin to the ladies present 
what a dice game consisted of and the further we went forward in ex 
Dlanation the more ata rwolae hens became and ee produced some 
dice, I believe they probably sent down. had the bell-c ap bring up 
ome dice, and a very informal and I assure Vou innocent de ‘monstra 
lon of 2 cice game ensued. 
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Mr. Moors. During the course of that game, Mr. Wideman, is it 
true that substantial sums of money were bet ? 

Mr. Wiweman. No, sir; that is not true. 

Senator Gitterre. May the chairman interrupt at this time. The 
chairman was out of the room when this was developed. 

Does counsel have in mind connecting this with the Lustron enter- 
prise or the contract ¢ 

Mr. Moore. In the second of the charges which we are exploring 
here, or the facts which we are to get on the record, this incident has 
been referred to rather fully in the testimony of Senator Benton. 

It was charged that on this particular occasion in this particular 
dice game a substantial sum of money was bet and Mr. Byers, Bob 
Byers, Jr., was supposed to have won a substantial sum of money 
from Senator McCarthy. , 

Then some allegation was made further and this is, of course, in 
the record that Senator McCarthy never thereafter paid the debt, 
and it was in connection with the allegation made in Senator Benton's 
statement that this testimony is being adduced. 

Senator Gitterre. Was this at or about the time of the negotiations 
of the Lustron contract ? 

Mr. Moore. No; it was an independent transaction alleged by Sen- 
ator Benton in his charges. 

Senator Weitker. May I ask a question? 

Senator GiLLerrr. Senator Welker. 

Senator Weixer. Do I understand that we are going to go through 
all of Senator Benton’s charges irrespective of the—I thought we 
were trying the Lustron charge, but apparently we are getting into 
the dice—— 

Mr. Moore. But that was 

Senator WeLker. Just a moment. Since you made this statement 
I withdraw any objection I have and I suggest that you go ahead and 
interrogate the witness at this time. I think that we owe the witness 
a duty of going into the game. 

Mr. Moore. I agree entirely, and it was our intention, Senator 
Welker, but I do want the record straight—— 

Senator Wetker. Well, I do want this out—if we are trying charge 
No. 2, 4, or 6—I was under the impression we were going to work 
on those charges rather than Senator Benton’s charges. 

Mr. Moore. Well, Senator, this is included in charge No. 2. 

Senator Wrecker. I did not understand that. 

Mr. Moore. The report so states. 

Senator Hennings. May I inquire? 

Senator Gitterrr. Senator Hennings. 

Senator Hennings. I would like to inquire of counsel, Does this 
have any bearing on the Lustron matter, Mr. Moore ¢ 

Mr. Moore. Well, it is brought in by Senator Benton in his charges. 

Senator Hrennines. This is the same matter concerning the same 
people involved as the Lustron matter? 

Mr. Moore. Not only that but Mr. Bob Byers, Sr., was at that time 
engaged in the housing enterprises. 

Senator Hennines. Well, I cannot see whether Senator MeCartli 
won or lost money at dice or whether he paid it or did not pay is pe! 
tinent to this 1 inquir, v myself, unless it has some bearing on the Lustron 
negotiations. The payment of this debt, it seems to me, unless it is 
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something that has germaneness to the Lustron transaction, it would 
seem to me it really hi as no bearing. 

Mr. Moore. Well, Senator Hennings 

Senator Hunarwas, I say, if a man wants to engage in gambling 
games and pays a debt or does not pay it, that is not a matter the 
United States Senate is really concerned with. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gitterre. Senator Hendrickson. 

Senator Poe uCcKSON. I agree entirely with the Senator from 
Missouri. I do not see any relevancy bet ween the two instances at all. 

Mr. Moore. Well, may I point out, Mr. Chairman, that that is No. 
2, the Lustron case proper, which is divided into several charges, the 
fifth of which is that Senator McCarthy may have improperly run up 
and then failed to pay a debt of $5,500 in-a dice game with Robert 
Byers, Jr., who was in a firm promoting housing developments in 
Columbus, Ohio. 

Senator Wei_ker. What does that, Counsel, have to do with whether 
or not it was improper for him to receive a fee of $10,000 for writing 
a book for Lustron ? 

Mr. Moore. It has no immediate bearing on that, of course not, 
Senator, but it happens that this is involved in case No, 2—the same 
witnesses again are involved and because we are looking at case No. 2 
n its entirety it seems to me proper to go into the transaction. 

Senator WreL_ker. Well, I believe that three of us at least are agreed 
that we thought we were trying the issues about the sale of the 
pamphlet to Lustron. 

Mr. Moore. You are quite right. 

Senator WeLiker. And I agree with Senator Hennings and I agree 
with Senator Hendrickson th 


at it is Imprope ry but since the state 
ments have been made by you, Mr. Counsel, I insist that now the witness 
he permitted to answer all the questions. 

Mr. Moore. It was my full intention that he do so. I just want the 
record clear, Mr. Chairman, this is included in charge No. 2—case 


No. 2. 

Senator Gitterre. Which is the Lustron case. 

Mr. Moore. The Lustron case being divided into these separate 
charges, 

Senator Grutetre. Ali included in case No. 2? 

Mr. Moore. All included in case No. 2. 

Senator GruLerre. Well, the only investigation in public hearing 
that the subcommittee wanted was on case No. 2 

Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Senator Gituetre. And we have been proceeding from that. If 
his is part of case No. 2 it is undoubtedly relevant; but in any event, 
Senator Welker has insisted, now that it has become opened, that we 
proceed with it and so without objection from the other members 
we will proceed. 

Mr. Moore. Is it a fact or not, Mr. Wideman, that Mr. Byers, Jr.— 
hat Senator McCarthy in this dice game ran up a debt to Mr. 
Byers, Jr. ? 

Mr. Wipeman. May I explain just what happened ‘ 

Senator Giuterre. Certainly. 

Mr. Moorr. Certainly. Can you answer the question * Yes” or “No” ¢ 

Mr. Wiweman. The amount is completely erroneous. 
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Late in the evening after everybody had lost interest in the dice 

game except one or two of the people who were still trying to figure 
out what the game was all about, as I recall Bob Byers, Jr., was—he 
had the dice and he was seeking to get someone to cover a bet which 
he proposed to make and no one was willing to or desirous of doing 
so and that finally Senator McCarthy said that he would cover it. 

Bob Byers, Jr., had quite a streak of luck and they started doubling 
up—doubiing up. 

At this time there was no money of any kind involved whatsoever 
in the game. It was simply using fictitious money or whatever you 
want to call it, merely horseplay, as far as anyone present was con 
cerned, to the best of my knowledge. 

This horseplay with dice, with fictitious sums of money, continued 
for some time and finally—I mean, the fictitious amount of money 
being used got to the figure of $2,400 and time after time Bob Byers, 
Jr., was making his points and winning and then they would double 
the amount, and I believe that then it is fair to say that Senator Mc 
Carthy was quite desirous of retiring and wishing that his guests 
would finish up this dice game and go home—at least, that was his 
attitude. 

And finally the amount reached $2,400 and then Senator McCarthy 
said, “Well, you ae as well shoot the whole $2,400,” and at that 
point Mr. Byers, Jr., lost and that was the end of the ine eg 

At no time were any sums of money of that nature present. I doubt 
that if everyone in the room had been asked to put all the money they 
had on the floor, there, it would have amounted to anything like even 
a fraction of that sum of money. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, is it your testimony that money was used—you 
are not stating, are vou, that fictitious money or stage money was being 
used ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. Oh, no. Earlier in the evening there were some 
small bets made by various participants. 

Mr. Moore. And so that when the sum of $2,400 that vou referred 
to Was run up, you say it was purely a fictitious amount and when Bob 
Byers lost, he really did not lose ? 

Mr. Winpeman. That is mght, there was nothing real—the whol 
pe 1g was horse play and no one had any serious intention of winning 

r losing any money from anyone. 

Mr. Moorr. And as a matter of fact nobody did lose any money, 
that right, and nobody won any money / 

Mr. Wipeman. No, I don’t believe that I would be—that I could 

Mr. Moore. You wouldn’t go that far? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, no, no. 

Senator Giuerre. But these large sums that were being bet was 
conversation money / 


Mr. Wipeman. That is right; that is a very good word for it, 


Senator. 

Senator Ginterre. There had been small sums of money in thi 
game of actual currency or actual cash ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Senator Gitterre. But these larger sums were just conversatio! 
money ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right and it is the very best of my recolle: 
tion and I have been thinking about it quite a bit this week and 
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since the investigators got into it last November, I can say honestly 
that I don’t believe I have ever on that occasion or any of the other 
occasions observed Senator McCarthy shooting dice. 

And as to that night, I recall one statement he made; it was that 
he did not know much about the game and he was glad that he didn’t. 

Mr. Moore. Did you, Mr. Wideman, discuss this incident with 
Senator McCarthy when, as you testified this morning, you met him 
Sunday evening, last Sunday evening? 

Mr. Wineman. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. You did discuss it with him ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. What did he say ? 

Mr. Wineman. He said he certainly could not recall Bob Byers, 
Jr’s $5,000 and that he had a very casual recollection—he seemed 
to be trying to press his memory—as to whether or not such a dice game 
was taking place in his presence. 

Mr. Moore. He was not sure that it had ever occurred; is that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. The impression I got was that he was pressing his 
memory trying to recall such an incident and it was not clear to him 
at all, 

Mr. Moore. And did you refresh his recollection from that ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, to the extent that my—that I have been able 
to refresh my own recollection. 

This, | might point out, was just a minor incident in the whole 
week end of a very great deal of activity. We had a busy week and 
we had taken Senator McCarthy to see a number of housing projects 
and there had been large groups of people at various times. 

Mr. Moorr. Yes. So that it would be your testimony that you 
refreshed him on all of these other matters / 

Mr. Wipeman. What was that? 

Mr. Moorr. You refreshed his recollection on all these matters you 
just enumerated / 

Mr. Wipeman. In the conversation, IT mean, I told Senator Me 
Carthy that I could recall the general broad details of the fact that 
there had at one time been some dice game held in his room at the 
Deschler-Wallick Hotel. 

Mr. Morre. And he had no recollection about it: is that it? 

Mr. WIDEMAN. He seemed to have a very hazy recollection of it and 
[ am not surprised—if I may add this comment—I am not surprised 
because [ would like to have it be part of my testimony that Senator 
MeCarthy during the course of that evening participated in conversa- 
tion with several groups of people in his room, only one group of 

hich had any interest whatsoever in the game. 

I cannot recall how long Senator McCarthy was in the group dis- 
ussing the dice game. I think that several times during the evening 
e had left the room. 

Mr. Moore. Well, now, the other night when you brought the ques- 
tion up, what was your purpose in discussing it with Senator Me 
( irthy ¢ 

Mir. Wipeman. He asked me if ] had—if I could reeall any incident 
vhich Mr. Byers, Sr., might have had reference to in his testimony 

t Columbus last August. 
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Mr. Moorr. He asked you? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right; that is right. I am frank to say that 
Sunday night Senator MecCarthy’s recollection of the incident was 
very, very vague—— 

Mr. Moore. Yes, but your testmony is that Senator McC arthy 
brought it out in order—for the purpose of asking you what you knew 
about Byers’ testimony in Columbus. 

Mr. Wiweman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Are you referring to Byers’ testimony in the course 
of his bankruptcy proceedings in Columbus, Ohio? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. And what was the occasion that prompted the inquiry 
to you by Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Wiveman. Well, we were discussing Bob Byers, Sr.’s, testi- 
mony. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you bring the question up or did Senator Mc- 
Carthy ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. I don’t recall whether he did or not. 

Senator Hennines. That was Sunday night after the witness ar- 
rived in town—a midnight visit ? 

Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Mr. Wiprman. I might add, in fact I would like to add that this 
was the first time since last August that Senator McCarthy and | 
had been together or had an opportunity to discuss Mr, Byers’ testi- 
mony. 

Senator Gitterre. The testmony and the line of inquiry relative 
to the conversations with Senator McCarthy pertaining to the testi- 
mony here seem to the chairman the only part of this | interrogation 
that has any pertinency to the matter under consideration. 

The fact that there was a dice game and a conversation regarding 
money lost or won, it seems to the chairman to be beside the point. 

While gambling is a crime in most jurisdictions it is not within “ch e 
jurisdiction of this subcommittee to investigate; certainly not when i 
occurs in the State of Ohio. 

The inquiry of counsel with reference to the conversation with 
Senator McCarthy pertaining to this testimony here or the testimony 
to be given here, it seems to me that has pertinence but not beyond 
that. 

Mr. Moore. I agree, Mr. Chairman, and my purpose of course is to 
interrogate the witness with further reference to his testimony this 
morning under interrogation by Senator Hennings when he talkec 
about his visit to Senator McCarthy last Sunday evening at which 
time he mentioned he discussed these and other things with him. 

Now, your testimony is you discussed this particular dice game 
with Senator McCarthy Sunday night; is that not so? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. And is it your testimony that you brought the question 
up or Senator McCarthy brought it up? 

Mr. Wipeman. Mr. Moore, frankly, I do not recollect just who 
brought it up. 

Mr. Moore. You do not recollect. 

Mr. Wiwemayn. No, sir; I do not. 
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Mr. Moore. Did you discuss with the Senator anything in connec- 
tion with the booklet, How To Own Your Own Home Now, exhibit 
18 in this case? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. What did you discuss with Senator McCarthy about 
that booklet ? 

Mr. Wipeman. I believe that what we discussed was that I felt 
somewhat indignant when the committee investigators made the 
implication that I had written this material. 

Mr. Moorr. You expressed indignation to Senator McCarthy that 
they would have made that implication ? 

Mr. Wiveman. That is correct ? 

Mr. Moorr. And on what were you basing your conclusion ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Well, Mr. Moore. if I ean talk about the book a 
little bit I think I can answer your question, I believe, fully. 

I not only did not write Senator McCarthy’s article but I believe 
that I can demonstrate to you that it would have been impossible for 
me to have written it. 

I have had many years of newspaper experience and training and 
[ would like to call your attention to a sentence on page 43 of the 
booklet in which it is written: 

Naturally, the FHA and the VA in giving this added security to a loan, ask 
that certain requirements be met: (1) The home for which the loan is being 
sought must measure up to practical standards of construction; (2) the amount 
of the loan, in the case of FHA, must be determined and governed by the value 
it which the home is appraised—that is, the estimated value not the purchase 
price; the amount of the loan, in the case of VA depends on the purchase price 
of the home and this cannot exceed VA’s estimate of reasonable value: (3) the 
terms of the loan—the repayment period and the interest charged—niust con- 
form with the law as set forth in the rules of FHA and VA; (4) the applicant 
must be financially able to carry the loan. 

That sentence, Mr. Moore, contains about 134 words. It is a very, 
very complicated, involved sentence structure which I feel—I think 
that I having a reputation as a newspaperman, that no one would infer 
that I had written such a long, involved, and sen x sentence. I 
would have written it quite differently, had I been writing it. 

Then, on page 35 there are several sentences that are ve ry complex 
ind legalistic in their phraseology—— 

Mr. Moorr. Well, Mr. Witness, may I interrupt a moment, please? 

Mr. Wipeman. All right. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, if you and the members of the subcom- 
mittee want the witness to continue with this recital, of course, he may, 
but it appears not to be focused on my question which was: How did 
he know, on what information was he basing the inference that we 
thought that he had something to do with this writing of the article ? 
It is ambiguous to the subcommittee staff. 

Mr. Wiveman. I thought I was answering the question why I 
thought—— 

Mr. Moore. Furthermore, I think the record will show you did 
not understand ny question. Will you address yourself to that ? 

Senator Gitterre. Has someone accused you of writing that book? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Gruterrre. What is that ? 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct. 

Senator Gruuterre. Who? 
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Mr. Wipeman. Mr. Byers, senior, in his testimony last August 
stated that I had written the book. 

Senator Gitterte. Did you write any part of it? 

Mr. Wineman. No, sir. 

Senator Gittetre. Did you dictate any part of it? 

Mr. Wiwemayn. No, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. You disclaim any connection with that? 

Mr. WipemMaNn. | disclaim any connection or knowledge of the book 
except that Senator McCarthy had discussed the general subject, that 
he was writing some article on housing. 

Senator Giterre. Well, then, your indignation was against Mr. 
Byers having suggested last fall—— 

Mr. Wineman. That is correct. 

Senator Gitterre (continuing). That you had something to do 
with it ¢ 

Mr. Wireman. That is correct. 

Senator Gimuterre. Not against the staff or the members of this 
subcommittee ¢ 

Mr. Wipeman. That is right. 

Senator Gittetre. All right. 

Mr. Moore. Now, you testified you had nothing to do with this 
book ¢ 

Mr. Wiveman. No, sir. 

Senator Hennineés, And you now repudiate it and you resent this 
suggestion that was made that you had anything to do with it, as a 

reflection upon your professional ability—is that why you are so in 
dignant ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Yes, sir. I believe, Senator Hennings, that anyone 
who had a reputation for writing would feel that the style in this 
book is oratorical and legalistic rather than journalistic. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Wideman, had you submitted any other manu- 
scripts to Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Wiveman. Not at any time. 

Mr. Moore. Is it your testimony that you had never done any 
writing for him? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir; at no time have I ever done any writing in 
any form for him. 

Mr. Moore. No further questions. 

Senator Gruterre. Senator Hennings? 

Senator Hennines. No questions. 

Senator Gritterrr. Senator Hendrickson ? 

Senator Henprickson. No questions, 

Senator Giuterre. Senator Welker? 

Senator WetKker. No questions. 

Senator Gintterre. All right, you may stand aside. That completes 
your need for Mr. Wideman? 

Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Senator Hennines. Just one more question. 

Mr. Wideman, you take umbrage as a professional writer to the 
characterization that you might have had anything to do with this 
job. You understand it is a pretty poor piece of writing? 

Mr. Wineman. No—— 

Senator Henninas. I mean as a professional. 
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Mr. Wiweman. Iam sorry if I made that inference. I do not think 
it is bad writing. As a matter of fact, I think that the book, the 
article, is very interestingly written, but not in a style that a profes- 
sional writer would prepare. 

Senator Hennincs. But you were not proud of it when it was 
credited to you by Mr. Byers? 

Mr. Wipeman. No, sir. 

Senator Henninos. And you have explained why. 

Mr. Wireman. I have definitely explained, Senator Hennings, but 
I believe that the book is very interestingly written. I think that the 
author of the text captured some personal feelings and personal ex- 
periences which it would have been difficult for even the most skillful 
newswriter to have captured. 

I think that there is a lot of the individual in the article and that 
increases its read: ibility from the sté andpoint— = 

Senator Grterre. What portions of the book are you speaking 
of that have those qualities ? 

Mr. Wipeman. Well, I think in the very first—well, the very first 
pal lors iph 3 in the introduction it gets across a tremendous amount of 
feeling, sincere feeling, that Senator McCarthy must have had at that 
time in the housing problems that the average citizen is having. The 
sincerity of the article impresses itself tremendously and my = 
point is as to the legalistic and oratorical fashion that some of it is 
written in. 

Senator Hennrnes. You feel it is both good and bad but you did 
not want any part of it credited to you! 

Mr. Wipeman. That is correct; that is correct. 

Senator Guerre. All right, Mr. Witness, you may step aside and 
the committee is through with you. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator GILLerre. On the record. 

Mr. Wide ‘man, the committee is through with you and you are dis- 

harged under the subpena. 

It is now a quarter after 4. Counsel advises Mr. Simon is here 
from New York and oe been waiting as all of the witnesses have. 

Mr. Simon, we will proceed as far as we can with you, hoping that 
we can finish. 

Will you raise your right hand, Mr. Simon. 

Do you sole Hin ly swear th: it the evidence you are LO prese} t in this 

atter now on hand before the nabaouniaithes will be the truth, the 

hole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Sruron. I do. 

Senator GIiLLeTrTe. Will vou he as expt ditio is aS you can, counsel. 
f this witness. 


Mr. Moore. Yes. 


TESTIMONY OF MARON J. SIMON 
‘: Moore. Will vou please state your full name. 


- Sruon. Maron J. Simon. 

*. Moorr. What is your oécupation, sir? 

. Sruon. I am a writer. 

- Moorr. A profe ssional writer ? 
Sruon. Yes, sir 
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Mr. Moore. Were you formerly associated with Carl Byoir Asso 
ciates? 

Mr. Srvon. I was. 

Mr. Moore. They were the corporation counsel for Lustron Co.: 
is that not so? 

Mr. Sruon. And a number of others. 

Mr. Moore. And a number of others, to be sure. 

When did you leave the employ of Carl Byoir Associates ? 

Mr. Srwon. Late in the fall of 1946. 

Mr. Moore. In 1948 and about November of that year did that 

organization contact you with reference to a job in connection with a 
manuscript that had been prepared and bought by Lustron Corp., thi 
article having been prepared by Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Stwon. Late in the fall of 1948, as a matter of fact the Tuesday 
before Thanksgiving Day, Jerry Swinehart, president of the Car! 
Byoir Associates, invited me to come to his office to discuss a project 
for the Lustron Co. 

Mr. Moore. What was that project, as Mr. Swinehart outlined it to 
you, sir? 

Mr. Simon. This, to the best of my recollection, was the Lustron Co. 
had an article that had been written by Senator McCarthy explaining 
the laws of FHA and the loans on houses and they w anted—well, as 
I can remember it, they wanted me to formulate a booklet which would 
carry that article. 

Mr. Moore. Your testimony is, they wanted you to formulate a book 
let in which this article of Senator McCarthy’s would be published: 
is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Srwon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Did they tell you that the document at that time in itself 
was not in publishable form ¢ 

Mr. Stuon. I do not remember, sir, whether there was any comment 
on its form or not. 

Mr. Moorr. Were you asked to read the document and comment on 
it? 

Mr. Srwon. I do not know whether I was asked to read the document 
and comment on it. Iam sure that they expected me to read it and 
have an opinion on it. 

Mr. Moore. Well, may I ask vou this question: Were you expected 
to revise that particular manuscript prepared by the Senator or we r 
you supposed to do some independent research in order that you mighi 
write additional parts of a book in which that would be inserted ? 

Mr. Simon. I was going to do additional work, get more materia! 
and fix the whole thing up in one. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, you are familiar, of course, with the booklet 
which finally emerged in booklet entitled “How To Own Your Ow: 
Home Now” ? 

Mr. Srmon. Yes,sir: Iam. 

Mr. Moore. Exhibit 18 in this case ? 

Mr. Srvon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Will you please—you have a copy, do you not ¢ 

Mr. Srwon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. Did you prepare the caption of the booklet and t 
material in the red box as well as the material underneath the box ? 


bor 
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I just want to go through seriatim so we can find what parts of the 
book are of your authorship and what parts are not. 

Mr. Simon. Well, L am going to have a hard time accounting to you 
step by step what I prepared. 

Mr. Moore. Well, to the best of your recollection. 

Mr. Simon. I do not know who got the title. I would like to say I 
did because | think itisa cood title. 

Mr. Moore. You may have ¢ 

Mr. SIMON. ] could have. 

Mr. Moorr. You could have. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Hendrickson. 

Senator Henprickson. Why would you have a hard time telling 
the committee what parts you W rote and what parts yol did not 4 

Mr. SIMON. Well. | a ld hot lave a hard time telling you, SIT. 
what parts | wrote and what parts I did not in a general manner, but 
[ would have a hard time, I believe, identifying any one sentence I 
have written, except one that I can remember very well. 

Senator Henprickson. ‘IL understand. Thank you. 

Mr. Moore. Now, theri, Was the organization of the booklet worked 
out by yourself ? 

Mr. Simon. It was worked out by me in conference with a lot of 
people; Lorenzo Semple, who appeared yesterday, and Harold Denton. 

Mr. Moore. Who is Harold Denton / 

Mr. Srmon. Well, he worked at the Lustron Co. Preliminary con 
versations with Jerry Swinehart and Carl Byoir- 

Mr. Moore. Well, the organization was the result of conversations 
with a number of people; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Stmon. A lot of ideas pulled together. 

Mr. Moore. All right. 

Mr. Stwon. And merged. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Simon, the acknowledgment and the preface, were 
they prepared by you ¢ 

Mr. Srwon. [Thad a conversation this morning with Harold Denton 
in which, to the best of our collective memories, we worked on this 
thine together out in Columbus after the total manuscript had been 
brought out there for their final approval. 

Mr. Moore. ] see. 

Mr. Srmon. By “total manuscript,” I mean what starts on page l 
and goes through here on page 94, except for those photographs and 
llustrations. 

Mr. Moorr. Well, what is your recollection, Mr. Simon, as to the 
CORSETS of the items that I am now enumer: iting r, the acknowl- 

dgment, the preface, chapter 1, entitled “Financing Your Home,” 

ith its various subheadings, chapter 2 entitled “Your House Plus 
You Lot P lus ¥ our C ommunity Ik sui als Your Home”? 

Mr. Srwon. Well, this chapter 1—the preface, let me start with 
that, that is mine. 

| Laughter. ] 

Mr. Moore. That is yours. Now, then, chapter 1; is that yours, 
Too / 


Mr. Simon. I would certainly say so. 
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Mr. Moore. oF right. Now, then, the tables which are incorpo 
rated in chapter 1, they were not worked out by you, were they ? 

Mr. Srwon. No sir. 

Mr. Moore. Where did you obtain those tables? 

Mr. Simon. They came to me from the FHA. 

Mr. Moore. From the FHA? 

Mr. Simon. Right. 

Mr. Moore. And the introduction to Senator MeCarthy’s artich 
did you write that, the text material underneath or following the 
caption, “How Congress works to solve your housing problems”; did 
you write that? 

Mr. Stmon. Just a minute, where is this? 

Mr. Moorr. Page 25 in the booklet, Mr. Simon. 

Mr. Simon. I cannot recall whether I did or not, sir. I have no 
recollection of it. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, at page 27, as you see there, Senator Me 

Carthy’s article begins and it concludes at page 69; does it not ? 

Senator Hennines. Sixty-four. 

Mr. Moore. Sixty-four. 

Senator Hennines. Twenty-seven to sixty-four, inclusive. 

Mr. Moore. Did you perform any editing of this particular part of 
the booklet / 

Mr. Sruon. Mr. Moore, to the very very best of my knowledge | 
am 100 percent certain, sir, that I did nothing with this article ex- 
cept put it in its place and number the pages where they belonged. 

Mr. Moorr. And you did no rewrite or revision of any kind of 
the article prepared by Senator McCarthy ? 

Mr. Srwon. I cannot remember putting a comma in, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. Very well, sir. Can you recall having deleted anything / 

Mr. Stmon. No, sir; I cannot. 

Mr. Moore. Do you recall having any conversations with Mr. 
Denton, whom you identified a moment ago, at the Lustron plant con- 
cerning any revisions or deletions of Senator McCarthy’s article ? 

Mr. Simon. I cannot recall any conversations on it. 

Mr. Moore. Will you please look at page 65 and the following pages? 

Mr. Simon. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Do you recall whether that material is your author- 
ship? 

Mr. Sruon. I believe that these questions were among a large group 
of material that was sent me from Washington after I had made 
some personal researches down here. 

Mr. Moorr. These “Answers to Questions,” you say were sent 
you from Washington ? 

Mr. Suwon. From Senator MeCarthy’s office, I believe. 

Mr. Moorr. From Senator McCarthy’s office ? 

Mr. Sraron. I think they were. They might have come from some- 
where else, but I got a large amount of material from there and I 
believe that this came from there. 

Mr. Moorr. At page 71 and the following pages of this booklet 
there is a chapter entitled, “Your House Plus Your Lot Plus Your 
Community Equals Your Home.” 

Mr. Srmon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moorr. Will you please state whether that is your authorship? 

Mr. Simon. That is mine; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Moorr. And the final one, chapter 3, entitled, “Hlomes in Mass 
Production,” together with certain photographic material there and 
illustrations of the Lustron home; did you prepare the textual 
material ? 

Mr. Stmon. I feel pretty sure I did. Again, Mr. Denton and J] 
discussed certain developments this morning and he said this was 
pretty much what I had written and they had made revisions in it 
tor the sake of- —— 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Simon. over what period of time did you perform 
these services, from Thanksgiving Day of 1948 until what date? 

Mr. Sruon. I think the date I was through with this whole job was 
the Monday or Tuesday before Christmas in 1948. I believe it was 
either December 19, 20, or 21. 

Mr. Moorr. You worked on it approximately 1 month, is that your 
testimony ( 

Mr. Srmon Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moor ‘ Now. then. could you 

Mr. Simon. Let me add this, I sent a couple of letters out to Der 
ton’s office on suggestions of how they might be advertised; it was 
purely an offer of assistance to him. 

Mr. Moore. To whom ? 

Mr. Simon. Mr. Denton of the Lustron company. That was after— 
that was early in 1949. 

Mr. Moorr. Well, Mr. Simon, did you make your own financial ar- 
rangements with the Lustron Corp., your own financial arrangements 
in connection with what you did ? 

Mr. Sraon. How do you mean ? 

Mr. Moore. I mean, did you negotiate your fee w ith Lustron ? 

Mr. Srwon. There were not any negotiations for 

Mr. Moore. Well, what was the fact ? 

Mr. Sruon. Well, I came to Jerry 
| worl ld agree to do this book. 

He said, “How much do you 

“IT don't know, Jer 


Ime ago, and im? 
Senator Gitterre. Wit!) 
Mr. Simon. Jerry Sw 
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And T said, “$2,000 and expenses and traveling around Washington 
and Columbus, and et cetera.” 

He said, “All right.” 

Mr. Moore. And that was the deal? 

Mr. Simon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hennings. And you were happy with that, were you not ? 

Mr. Suwon. Well, I was satisfied. 


Senator Guuterre. Had you seen the McCarthy manuscript up to 


that time? 
Mr. Suwon. Senator Gillette, I feel sure that I must have seen but 


I cannot remember having read it, or I have no definite recollection, 


but it would seem logical to me, sir, that I would certainly have seen it. 

Senator Gitterre. Well, how would you have had any idea of what 
the job was you were undertaking unless you knew what the book 
was to be and how much of the manuscript had been finished? How 
could you know ? 

Mr. Srwon. I was told that they had a complete manuscript and | 
feel positive I saw it but I cannot remember 

Senator GruLerre. But they did not have a complete manuscript 
because you said you had written additional parts of this book yourself. 

Mr. Srmon. Manscript just for his article, Senator McCarthy’s 
article. 

Senator Gitterre. Oh, for that article. 

Mr. Suwon. Yes. 

Senator Gutetre. Well, how could you know unless you had seen 
the article and knew how much of the book was to be encompassed 
with that McCarthy article, the extent of the obligation you were 
taking on? 

Mr. Stuon. Well, I will have to go back, sir 

Senator Gitietre. Well, do not go back too far, but tell me that. 

Mr. Srwon. The first conversation I had with the Byoir office had 
been the day before when they told me Senator McCarthy had written 
an article explaining the laws and I said that was a fine idea, that 
anything that would explain the language of laws to people so they 
could understand it was—— 

Senator Gituetre. A pretty good idea? 

Mr. Stuon. A pretty good idea, yes, sir, and then the conversation 
went on as to what else should go into this thing. 

I had a fair idea of what the story should be and I expected I would 
be able to give them good luck and all the assistance I could get along 
the way—— 

Senator Gitterre. Well, let me put it this way: Were you told that 
they had a manuscript that was to be published that would need some 
amplifie ation and you were to arrange the amplified matter or furnish 
it to complet e the booklet, were you told anything of that kind ? 

Mr. Simon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Were you told how much, how comprehensive 
the work would be? 

Mr. Srvron. No, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Well, how could you fix the fee of $2,000 if you 
did not know what you were going to do? 

Mr. Stmon. Well, I had an idea of what the work was going to 
be on this job. 
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Senator Guttetre. All right. Are you through? 

Mr. Moorr. No, sir, not yet. 

Senator Gitterte. Go ahead. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Simon, you testified to this meeting with Mr. Semple 
Thanksgiving Day of 1948, and you had some talks with him, outlining 
the nature of the work you were to perform; is that right? 

Mr. Simon. On Thanksgiving morning, 1948. 

Mr. Moore. Did you meet him at the River Club that day? 

Mr. Srmon. Either the River Club or the River House, wherever 
he was. 

Mr. Moorr. What did he say about the McCarthy manuscript at 
that time? Did he tell you, Mr. Simon, that Lustron had paid $10,000 
for that manuscript ¢ 

Mr. Simon. No, sir. 

Mr. Moore. He did not? 

Mr. Simon. No. 

Mr. Moore. Did he tell you whether or not you were to do any- 
thing in connection with that manuscript ? 

Mr. Simon. We were trying to outline what would be in the 
book, and he was giving me information how to become a housing ex- 
pert in a hurry and to get the rest of the material. 

Mr. Moore. You wrote a letter, did you not, on the 27th of Novem- 
ber 1947, to Mr. Semple at 4200 Fifth Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, in 
which you said: 

As we said in our conversation Thursday morning, the stage for this publica- 
tion should be set in a preface which discusses the entire current housing picture, 
the demand for homes, the rate at which it is being met, the history of Govern- 
ment-cuaranteed home financing from the days of the HOLGC, the good record of 
obligations met for the period of 1934-40, and the almost perfect record from 
140. If Il cannot gather this material through correspondence with the Govern- 
ment sources, | expect that a brief trip to the Washingt offices of FHA will 
produce the necessary information. 

Do you recall that? I give you a copy of that communication and 
isk you, please, to identify it. 

Mr. Simon. This is the letter that I furnished you, yes. 

Mr. Moore. I ask, Mr. Chairman, that be received as exhibit No. 22. 

Senator Giiterre. Properly identified, it will be received and made 
part of the record. 

(The document referred to was marked as “Exhibit No. 22” and will 
be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moorr. Now, that seems to indicate you had agreed with Mr. 
Semple in a general way what the outlines of this project would be. 
Did you thereafter make trips to Washington ? 

Mr. Simon. Yes, sir; I made two trips to Washington. 

Mr. Moore. You made two trips to Washington at that time. On 
those occasions where did you go in Washington / 

Mr. Simon. Step by step / 

Mr. Moorr. No. Did you visit Government agencies 

Mr. Srmon. Yes; yes. 

Mr. Moore. You visited HHE A, did you not? 

Mr. Simon. Over in the Normandy Building? 

Mr. Moore. Is that where it is? 

Mr. Srwon. That is where I remember. 

Mr. Moore. And did you visit FHA and VA? 
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All I want for the record, Mr. Simon, is that you had to do a certain 
amount of research. 

Mr. Simon. I went to a lot of places. 

Mr. Moore. You went to a lot of places? 

Mr. Srwon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. And were you assisted in that by Senator McCarthy’s 
office / 

Mr. Simon. Yes,sir. Miss Jean Kerr gathered material for me and, 
as I recall, was quite helpful. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you meet Senator McCarthy in his office here and 
discuss the booklet gy him ¢ 

Mr. Simon. Yes, si 

Mr. Moore. I] i you a letter, a photostatic copy of a communica 
tion dated December 7, 1948, addressed by you also to Mr. Semple, in 
which you refer to a conversation with Senator McCarthy and stat 
that he was— 


naturally delighted with the proposed publication as outlined to him in detai 
according to the form on which you and I determined. Just as you and I had 
anticipated the result of the publication, he readily observed that the expanded 
formula would help his article, and his article would help the booklet. He has 
offered the cooperation of his office, which will be important in driving this 
project through the diffuse sources of information to necessarily rapid 
completion. 


That was paragraph 3. I ask you to identify that, if you will, 


please, sir. 

Mr. Suwon. This looks like the letter I wrote, yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore. I ask, Mr. Chairman, that be received as exhibit No. 25 

Mr. Smron. Could I make a comment on this? 

Mr. Moorr. Please do. 

Mr. Sraon. As I told the staff the other day, I feel that this third 
paragraph unfortunately is guilty of some loose writing. 

Mr. Moore. Would you excuse me? Will you please identify that 
third paragraph / 

Mr. Srwon. This is where I say: 


The Senator was naturally delighted with the proposed publication as out 


lined to him in detail according to the form on which you and I determined. 


Just as you and I had anticipated the result of the publication, he readily ob 


served that the expanded formula would help his article, and his article would 


help the booklet. 

I wish to state, sir, that I think I drew a conclusion here. I would 
rather have said that he appeared to be delighted or that I thought 
he was delighted. 


Mr. Moore. You have had too much association with lawyers. 





[Laughter.] Too much in the last few days 
Mr. Stwon. I am trying to be as exact as I can. 
Senator Gittetre. Well, you identified the letter. 

Mr. Stwon. Yes, sir. I did write it. 

Senator Gitterre. And counsel wants it in the record ? 
Mr. Moorr. Yes, Mr. Chairman: please, as exhibit 23 
Senator Giuttetre. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gimtuerre. On the record. 


as 


(The document referred to was marked as “Exhibit No. 23” and 
will be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 
Senator Gitterre. Counsel, speed it up as best you can. 
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Mr. Moore. I show you a letter, Mr. Simon, which is a photostatic 
copy of a communication dated December 28, 1948, from you to, Mr. 
Walter Royal, Housing and Home Finance Agency, Normandy 
Building, Washington, D. C., in which you state that the work en- 
tailed in finishing the booklet—well, it refers to your work, and it 
expresses your thanks for his assistance. 

L ask you to identify that communication. 

Mr. Suwon. Yes, sir: that is the letter I wrote to Mr. Walter Royal. 

Senator Gitterre. You want it for the record ¢ 

Mr. Moore. I request that be marked, Mr. Chairman, as “Exhibit 
94.” 

Senator Gitterre. Properly identified, it will be made part of the 
record. 

(The document referred to was marked as “Exhibit No. 24” and 
will be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Simon, what was the total amount of expense you 
neurred on these trips to Washington and to Columbus; do you 
recall ¢ 

Mr. Stuon. I think they are in these photostats you have there. I 
think there were some around $260, plus an airplane or railroad ticket 
they furnished me for part of the trip. 

Mr. Moorr. No further questions. 

Senator GitLerre. Senator Hennings? 

Senator Hennineos. Your expenses were nominal, Mr. Simon, and it 
seems to me you did considerable work here and did a good job and 
spent a good many hours, a good many days, did you not, all told 4 

Mr. Simon. Sir, I thought it was a pretty easy job. | Laughter. | 

Senator Hennines. Well, I am speaking in terms of your time. 

Mr. Srwon. It took about well, Senator, Thankse Vinge to the 
Monday before Christmas. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Simon, you have been patient 
here today and we appreciate it. 

There 1s one thing, this little bit on page 72, that has raised my 
attention and intrigued me, all ef that about the ring that you might 
buy for a girl. Did that take very much time, or was that rather 
composed one night or- 

Mr. Sraon. Well, Senator, that was the longest time it took—— 

Senator Henninas. I think it is. I want to compliment you. 

Senator Gitterrr. Senator Welker / 

Senator Werker. I have one or two quest ions. 

[ understand when you made arrangements with the Byoir people, 
that you had knowledge of the manuscript that was to be used, written 
bv Senator McCarthy / 

Mr. Srvuon. Oh, yes. 

Senator Weiker. And you are not positive you did read it but you 
think it is evident that you had read it ¢ 

Mr. Simon. Yes, Senator Welker. 

Senator WeLiker. And were you satisfied that the McCarthy article 
vas of substance and some value to this book which was to be released 
hy Lustron ? 

Mr. Stmon. I thought it was quite a good article. 

Senator Weiker. And you had much experience as a writer: is 

it not correct ‘ 

Mr. Stmon. I have been doing it for a long time. 
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Senator Werxer. And for the part you rendered you received som: 
$2,000 plus your expenses 
Mr. Stmon. Yes, sir. 


Senator WELKER. And at the time you entered this work you were 


not an expert on housing, or were not familiar with the different laws 
with respect to FHA and other governmental agencies with respect 
to loans on houses ? 

Mr. Srwon. Will you 

Senator Weiker. You were not familiar with the laws with respect 
to houses when you entered into this work ¢ 

Mr. Srvon. No, sir; I was not. 

Senator Weixer. I think that is all. 

Senator Gittetre. That will be all, Mr. Simon. We are very grate 
ful to you. You are excused from further attendance under your 
subpena. 

The counsel informs me that there are two more witnesses, whom 
we will be unable to hear tonight. 

The subcommittee will rise, and assemble again at 10 tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Friday, May 16, 1952.) 
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FRIDAY, MAY 16, 1952 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, EP. AT 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 o’clock a. m., in 
the caucus room, Senate Office Building, Senator Guy M. Gillette 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Gillette, Monroney, Hennings, Hendrickson, and 
Welker. 

Also present: Senator William Benton; Grace E. Johnson, chief 
clerk; John P. Moore, counsel; Philip R. Monahan and Israel Mar- 
volis, assistant counsel. 

Senator Gitterre. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee meets pursuant to the recess taken yesterday 

_ ‘rnoon. ‘There are present Senator Welker and the chi airman. 

\s I have repeatedly stated, under the rules one or more members 
of the subcommittee can proceed with the duty of taking of testimony. 

Whom do you wish to call ¢ 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Denton, please. 

Senator Gitterre. Mr. Denton. 

Mr. Moors. Mr. Harold Denton. 

Senator Giutterre. Mr. Harold Denton. 

Let the record also show that Senator Hendrickson is present. 

Mr. Denton, will you be sworn, please. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you will give in the mat- 
ter now in hearing before the subcommittee will be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Denton. I do. 

Senator GiLLerrr. Just be seated, Mr. Denton, and the counsel 
proceed with you. 


TESTIMONY OF R. HAROLD DENTON 


Mr. Moorr. Mr. Denton, will you please state your full name and 
iddress ¢ 

Mr. Den'ron. R. Harold Denton. Columbus, Ohio. 

Mr. Moorr. Columbus, Ohio? 

Mr. Denton. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. And what is your occupation, Mr. Denton ? 

Mr. Denron. I am a housing consultant and president of a newly 
formed company in Columbus. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Denton, what was your title and function with the 
Lustron Co. ? 

28,2 
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Mr. Denon. I was director of market development. 

Mr. Moore. Over what period of time were you employed by 
Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Denton. From November 5, 1947, to March 8, 1950, on the 
day the receiver was appointed. I think he was appointed 3 days 
before, and I left on March 8, 1950. 

Mr. Moore. Now, being in charge of market development, can you 
briefly relate to the committee what your duties were ¢ 

Mr. Denvon. I had charge of advertising, building-code clearances, 
sales training, sales promotion, which included the preparation and 
distribution of our promotional literature. 

Mr. Moorr. At what date, Mr. Denton, did you first learn of the 
proposed public ation of the booklet which has been identified here as 
exhibit 18? 

Mr. Denron. When Mr. Semple called me into his office, I have 
forgotten the date, but it was prior to the signing of the contract, 


he gave me a manuscript and discussed it briefly with me, asked me 


to read it over and give him my comments. 

Mr. Moore. This, you say, was prior to the date of the contract ? 

Mr. Denron. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Did you read the manuscript at that time? 

Mr. Denton. I took it to my office and read it before I reported 
back to him. 

Mr. Moorr. What did you report back to Mr. Semple? 

Mr. Denron. That I thought it was a good manuscript. 

Mr. Moorr. And what did Mr. Semple say to you? 

Mr. Denron. You mean at the time he handed it to me or when I 
reported back ? 

Mr. Moore. First, when he handed the document to you. 

Mr. Denron. I have forgotten the exact wording, but the gist 
of it was to the effect that here was a manuscript on FHA financing 
simplification. We had been discussing that generally within the 
company for some months, the need for some simplified presentation 
of the financing. 

As I recall it, he did indicate he had read it over and it was the 
best thing he had seen on that particular subject. I read it over 
and I agreed, or I stated to him when I reported back, that it was a 
good presentation. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you know at that time how much it cost the com- 
pany? 

Mr. Denron. I do not reeall that on the first time he called me to 
his office he did state the figure, but I believe on the second time, 
when I reported back, he did. I don’t know whether that was done in 
the first or second discussion about it. We were not—at least I was 
not as much concerned with it. I did not participate in the actual 
negotiation. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Denton, was the cost of any such literature charge 
able to vour budget ? 

Mr. Denton. All such literature was chargeable to my budget. 

Mr. Moore. But your testimony is you were not consulted in ad- 
vance about the negotiation of this contract; is that right? 

Mr. Denton. I was consulted in advance, but whether it was on the 
first or second meeting I don’t remember. The second meeting oc 
curred before the signing of the contract. 
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Mr. Moore. You were consulted in advance, you say. By that 
you mean you were consulted before November 12, 1948; is that 
correct / 

Mr. Denton. That is correct. 

However, I do not recall that I was asked to advise on the amount 
of money involved. I was asked to advise on whether it was a good 
publication, whether we could use it or not. 

Mr. Moore. And not about the cost; is that right ? 

Mr. Denron. Except in.a general way, as it did affect my budget. 

Mr. Moors. Except ina general way, you say / 

Mr. Denton. Except in a general way, as it might have affected 
mv budget. 

Mr. Moore. Did it, in fact, affect your budget / 

Mr. Denon. It was an item on my budget, ves. 

Mr. Moorr. When you say “in a general way,” wouldn’t it have 
to be rather specific before you could vive an opinion as to how it 
would affect your budget ? 

Mr. Denton. Not necessarily, at that particular time. I might 
explain that. I don’t know how much detail you want me to get into 
that operation. 

Mr. Moore. Well, we want to avoid as much detail as possible, Mr. 
Denton. We want to get the salient facts before the committee here. 
I do not, however, want to shut you off from any explanation which 
you think would be helpful to the committee in its appraisal of this 
matter. Perhaps 1 can abbreviate it this way: 

Did you have a monthly budget of so many dollars to operate on‘ 

Mr. Denton. | had a monthly budget, broken down into several 
categories, one of which was designated as sales promotion, which 
ncludes the budget for literature. 

Mr. Moore. And that varied from month to month, did it 4 

Mr. Denton. Not too much from month to month. The way we 
operated, we set upia long ranve budget for a vear in advance, broken 
down by quarters. Each quarter we went in with a specifie budget for 
the next 3 months and received an allotment for that broken down 
into these categories. 

Mr. Moorr. All right. SIT’. 

You were not present at the negotiation of the contract itself: 
that right / 

Mi. Denton. No: I was not. 

Mr. Moore. Did vou, after the negotiation of the contract- 
vou signed to oversee, to supervise the actual publication 
document / 

Mr. Denon. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. What, specifically, were you charged with doing in that 
connection ? 

Mr. Denron. It was my responsibility generally—I might omit 
ihe word “generally” at that point. It was my responsibility for the 

nal produc tion of all advertising literature, of that tvpe of material. 

Mr. Moore. You would have to tuke eare of the printing of It; 
that right ¢ 

Mr. DENTON. That is correct, the general distributiot 

Mr. Moore. The general lay-out ? 

Mr. Denton. Yes. 
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Mr. Moore. Was it also your responsibility to fix the price at which 
the booklet would be sold? 

Mr. Denon. It was my responsibility to recommend the price. 

Mr. Moore. To whom did you recommend the price ? 

Mr. Denton. We had a regular procedure for setting up prices o1 
all literature. 

Mr. Moorr. What was that procedure, sir? 

Mr. Denvron. There was a regular form in which we showed the 
cost of the literature, which included the cost of preparation, cost of 
printing, and so forth, which I signed. It was prepared for me b) 
my assistants, which I signed, and the vice president in charge ot 
sales then signed; the treasurer of the company signed, 

Mr. Moore. Just so we will make it clear, is it your testimony that 
you would initially make the recommendation and it would go on 
through the channels? 

Mr. Denron. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. What was the initial recommendation you made? 

Mr. Denton. With respect to this booklet ? 

Mr. Moore. With respect to the price of this booklet. 

Mr. Denton. I do not recall the details and I have no records to 
refresh my memory on the make-up. 

Mr. Moorr. No, sir, but we do know that the price was 35 cents 
when it was published. 

Mr. Denton. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Was that the recommendation which you made initially, 
35 cents / 

Mr. Denton. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. It was? 

ee Denton. That is right. 

I don’t think in any instance my recommendation on price was 
altered or changed on any publication. 

Mr. Moore. You don’t think so? 

Mr. Denton. No. 

Mr. Moore. There was a publication you also worked on which has 
been previously referred to, a publication called the Lustron Home, 
which was sold for the price of 25 cents. 

Mr. Denton. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. You recognize this, do you not ¢ | Handing docume! t 
to Mr. Denton. | 

Mr. Denon. Yes. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer this booklet 
evidence as staff exhibit No. 25, a document showing in rotogravure 
coloring The Lustron Home, both interior and exterior views. 

Senator Gitterre. Without objection, properly identified, it w 
be included in the record of this hearing. 

(The booklet referred to was marked “Staff Exhibit No. 25,” and 
will be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Denton, this booklet which has been identified 
exhibit No. 25, was sold for 25 cents; is that not correct? 

Mr. Denton. That is correct. 

Mr. Moorr. How many copies of that booklet were distributed, 
you know ¢ 
' Mr. Denron. We ordered initially 100,000 copies of that book: 
and I might say that printing commitments and preparation of | 
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booklet were completed before the negotiations were entered into on 
the booklet in question, Senator Mc( Carthy’ s booklet. Mr. Bachelder, 
who distributed those, and other literature, indicated the other day 
that there is something slightly over 17,000 booklets left of that 
particular one, of this particuls ir booklet, which would indicate some 
$3,000 of those booklets were sold either through direct inquiries 
from prospects or sold to dealers. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, since these had been published and distributed 
prior to the publication of the booklet, exhibit 18 in this case, I ask 
you this question : 

Did you at any time, or did anyone in the organization, represent 
to Senator McCarthy that a similar number of copies of his booklet 
would be distributed, name ly, 100,000 ¢ 

Mr. Denton. I think I stated that the printing commitmeuts, the 
preparation and printing commitments, were completed before ne 
gotiations were entered into with Senator McCarthy. The printing 
of that booklet had not actually been done. It was done in November 
148. but the commitments had been let previously. That was han 
dled strictly within my department, and I don’t believe Mr. Semple 
or Mr. Strandlund was aware that that particular booklet was in 
preparation until later. 

Mr. Moore. And you say 100,000 copies were printed / 

Mr. Denton. 100,000 copies were printed and approximately 
83.000 were sold. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, we have had testimony here that 20,000 
copies of exhibit No. 18 were printed. Was that vour decision also / 

Mr. Denton. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. Did you contemplate that there might be eventually a 
distribution equal to the distribution of exhibit No. 25, namely, 
100.000 ¢ opies ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Denon. At least 100,000. 

Mr. Moore. You thought that it might be that high ? 

Mr. Denton. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore. But you initially printed only 20,000? 

Mr. Denon. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Is that because the contract required a revision of the 
basic material ? 

Mr. Denton. Well, I have never seen the contract, and I haven’t 
seen a Copy | vet, but just as a general matter, whether Senator Mc- 
Carthy agreed to revise it or not, housing legislation was always 
coming up. In fact, I think there was some pending at that particular 
time. And just as a matter of judgment. I knew we could not sell 
the 20,000, get them advertised, and so forth, short of, oh, 6 to 7 
months at the very e _—— and the ec ” ances of additional housing ~ 

slation coming up, oh, before July 1, were pretty probable, and I did 

ot want to have a lot of obsolete as son my hands. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Denton, was the price of the publication a factor 

the number of copies which you ordered to be printed ¢ 

Mr. DENTON. Well. the cost of the | rinting WAS a factor. 

Mr. Moore. I mean the price of the publication to the 
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20,000, as was stated here, was something like $2,700. It was not 
an inexpensive publication to print and you did not want to have a 
lot of obsolete copies on your hand if there was a change in legislation. 

Mr. Moore. Isn’t it true that Senator McCarthy cert: ainly felt there 
would be quite a demand for his publication and his views were shared 
by Lustron ? 

Mr. Denon. Yes. I might add there, Senator McCarthy was not 
consulted, to my knowledge, on the 20,000 printing. That was my 
decision. 

Mr. Moorr. Is it your testimony he was not consulted about the 
rice / 

Mr. Denon. I do not recall that he was. 

Mr. Moore. You were not interested to know whether he was or 
not / 

Mr. Denton. No, except what he would indicate on the price would 
not have had any particular bearing on it. 

Mr. Moore. It would not have any particular bearing on it ? 

Mr. Denton. No. 

Mr. Moore. You mean that was a matter that rested solely in the 
discretion of Lustron ? 

Mr. Denron. That is right. 

Mr. Moorr. Now then, after the matter was presented to you by Mr. 
Semple, did you thereafter work in collaboration with Mr. Maron 
Simon who testified here vesterday 4 

Mr. Denron. Yes: I did. Tcame into the manuseript itself. After 
the initial reading, after Mr. Simon came back with the finished booklet 
ready for publication, then Mr. Simon and I worked together on some 
of the finer points of editing. 

Mr. Moore. Then is it your testimony that you and Mr. Simon 
collaborated, when he came back with the final draft of the com- 
pleted booklet / 

Mr. Denron, Yes. I am sure Mr. Simon and T had a discussion 
when he came out to the plant initially and before he started work on 
the booklet. 

Mr. Moore. And you and Mr. Simon corresponded, I suppose, at 
that time with respect to this matter, is that true? 

Mr. Denron. I don’t recall that there was very much correspond 
ence. There were a couple of letters after Mr. Simon had finished his 
work, there were a couple of letters from him to me on suggestions for 
distribution. There might have been letters while he was working on 
it. I don’t recall them, though. 

I think he wrote to Mr. Semple during that period. 

Mr. Moore. I ‘ed you a photostatie copy of a communication, Mr. 
Denton, dated February 1, 1949, purporting to be a communication 
from you to Mr. Simon in New York, in which you said that you have 
not sent him a galley as yet but hoped to have a page proof tomorrow 
which you can send. You further said in the first paragraph: 

We decided not to make the organizational changes that McCarthy wanted, 
but we did put the deletion back in, so that his part of the booklet will appear just 
as he had submitted it in his final draft which you worked from. 

Will you kindly look at that communication and identify it? 
| Handing document to Mr. Denton. | 

Mr. Denton. Yes. 
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Mr. Moore. Do you recognize that “Harold” as being your 
nature ¢ 

Mr. Denton. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Is that true? 

Mr. Denton. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. What were the organizational changes to which you 
referred, do you recall, sir? 

Mr. Denon. As I recall, that had to do with the location of Senator 
McCarthy’s manuscript within the publication, the physical location. 

Mr. Moore. Did the Senator suggest that it appear in any particular 
part of the booklet ¢ 

Mr. Denon. I believe he did. 

Mr. Moore. Where did he suggest that it be incorporated ? 

Mr. Denon. He thought it should be in the front. 

Mr. Moore. Did you have any direct conversations with Senator 
McCarthy ¢ 

Mr. Denton. I think he talked to me once on the telephone. 
Whether he called me direct or was talking to Mr. Semple and was 
transferred to me, I don’t remember. I think, as I recollect, I think 
he had talked to Mr. Semple on the telephone and Mr. Semple referred 
und switched the call to me. 

Mr. Moore. Did he not—and I mean Senator McCarthy—write you 
a communication which you termed an explosive letter ? 

Mr. Denron. He might have; I don’t remember ever receiving a 
letter from him. 

Mr. Moore. To refresh your recollection, I show you a p pabestaiee 
copy of a communication dated March 1, 1949, to Mr. Maron J. Simon, 
signed by you, in which you said that you were sending under separate 
over five of the booklets Sand you said further: 


As you will see, we did not reorganize the booklet as he suggested 
referring to Senator Mce¢ ‘arthy 

lthough I went over his booklet revisions very carefully, I made such corrections 
as I thought desirable. He wrote a very explosive letter when I told him we 
could not reorganize the booklet, so it is particularly significant that he was so 

1] pleased with the final result. 

Will you please identify that communication ? 

(Handing document to Mr. Denton.) 

Mr. Denton. iy I wrote that. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence the communications 
previously identified, namely, the communication dated February Re 
1949, and the communication dated March 1, 1949, as exhibits Nos. 
6 and 27. 

Senator Grurerre. Is there objection ? 

Without objection, properly identified, they will be received and 

ade part of the record. 

(Exhibits Nos. 26 and 27 were received in evidence and will be 
found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moore. Did you, during this period, Mr. Denton, communicate 

th anyone in the HITFA with respect to this pub lication ? 

Mr. Denton. Not unless I wrote a letter initially, making arrange- 

ents for Mr. Simon, who was going to Washington after we hired 

im. I don’t recall whether I wrote a letter or not. I may have. 

Senator Ginterre. Let me interrupt; off the record. 
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(There was discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gituerre. Proceed. 

Mr. Denton. I do not recall any correspondence during the cours« 
of Mr. Simon’s work, unless I may have written one by way of intro- 
duction. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you yourself have any direct contacts by telephon 
with anyone in HHFA or FHA, or VA? 

Mr. Denron. Certainly not in VA. Possibly—I just don’t recall. 
I may have with someone in HHFA and someone in FHA. Again, it 
would be by way of introduction by Mr. Simon. 

Mr. Moore. You had contacts, did you not, with Mr. Walter Royal 
in HHFA? 

Mr. Denvron. I don’t recall them. 

Mr. Moore. You don’t recall them ? 

Mr. Denton. No; but I may have. 

Mr. Moore. Did you have any contact with Mr. Foley ? 

Mr. Denton. No. 

Mr. Moorr. With Mr. Richards? 

Mr. Denron. If I wrote a letter of introduction I have forgotten to 
whom of my company I addressed it. 

Mr. Moore. I show you, to refresh vour recollection, Mr. Denton, 
the original communication from you to Mr. Walter Royal dated 
March 9, 1949, on the letterhead of the Lustron Corp., addressed to 
Mr. Royal at the Public Information, Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, 1625 K Street, Northwest, Washington 25, D. C. Will you 
please identify that document as originally bear ing your signature / 

(Handing document to Mr. Denton. ) 

Mr. Den'ron. Yes; that was after the publication. 

Mr. Moore. That was after the publication you testified about / 

Mr. Denon. That is correct. That was enclosing copies of the 
publication. 

Mr. Moors. Now then, you state, in the final paragraph on the first 
page of the letter to Mr. Royal, that— 

We kept the price down to 35 cents, which will not cover our costs unless we 
distribute something in the neighborhood of 80,000 copies. 

Mr. Denton. That would have been correct. T had forgotten that 

Mr. Moore. My question is, sir, had you previously discussed the 
cost of this booklet with Mr. Royal. 

Mr. Denton No. 

Mr. Moore. You state in the preceding paragraph— 

I have sent copies directly to the following: Messrs. Foley, Richards, Mack 
Lowry, Divers, Loomis, and Mrs. Hart. I am enclosing a leaflet which indicates 
how requests for the booklet should be addressed. 

Does that serve to refresh your recollection as to whether you had 
any direct contact with the persons named in that paragraph ‘ 

Mr. Denon. If I had written the letter of introduction—and Mrs. 
Hart, she was in charge of research and statistics in FHA, she visited 
the Lustron plant in the course of another trip, as I recall, but I don’t 
know the date of that visit, it may have been about that time, but if I 
called on anyone in FHA, or wrote to anyone, it probably would have 
been Mrs. Hart. 

Mr. Moorr. Had you ever been employed by FHA yourself / 

Mr. Denon. No. I had been at one time employed 1 in the National 


Housing Agency, but never by FHA, or the HHF A. 
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Mr. Moore. Did you ever—— 

Mr. Den'ron. I had known of Mrs. Hart, however, and I had used 
materials that she had prepared previously. 

Mr. Moore. Had you known any of the other individuals whose 
names are mentioned in this paragraph / 

Mr. Denton. Well, had I known them—lI have been in the hous 
ing field for 17 to 18 years, and those names—you could not be in the 
field without knowing them. 

Mr. Moore. So they were very familiar to you, is that right? 

Mr. Denton. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. This would not necessarily indicate that you had con 
tacts with them. 

Mr. Denon. No, these were simply the heads of those particular 
agenc ies to whom we would naturally address copies of the booklet. 
We sent free copies initially, as we did with all of our literature. And 
I might add, if you don’t mind, we sent six copies to each of our deal 
ers free. After that we charged them, as we did for all our lite rature. 
In the course of that distribution and because of the notation Mr. 
Simon had indicated to me that he had received from FHA and from 
HHFA and VA, we naturally sent copies of the finished booklet, and I 
think probably we sent some to VA. T am not sure. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, Mr. Denton, on page 2 you refer to 
small ads publicizing the booklet. 

Mr. DENTON. Yes. 

Mr. Moors. I show you a one-eighth page advertisement in Mad 
emoiselle’s Living for April-May 1949, advertising How To Own 
Your Own Home Now, referring to a special section by Senator Me 
Carthy. I ask you if that is the type of ad you had in min In you 
testimony / 

| Handing document to Mr. Denton. | 

Mr. DENTON. That is our ad. We ran this Same ad, shehtly small ¥ 
in Better Homes and Gardens and Good Housekeeping, and two 
other publications of that general nature which I have forgotten the 
name of—it might have been the American Home. 

Mr. Moore. I show you a photostatic copy of another advertisement 
and ask you, please, to identify where this ad appeared. It was an 


a series ol 


is 


advertisement on How To Own Your Own Home Now. 

| Handing document to Mr. Denton. | 

Mr. DENTON. Well, this was the proof of the same ad that you have 
from Mademoiselle’s Living. It stated in the heading *Mademoiselle’s 
Living, April-May, 1949.” It is the proof of the same ad. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. C hairman. I would like to offer at this time the 
advertisements which the witness has just identified as exhibit No. 
298. I would like to have also marked and received the communication 
with respect to which I interrogated the witness, namely, the lette: 
dated March 9, 1949, to Mr. Royal as exhibit No. 29. 

Senator Giuterre. With reference to exhibit No. 29, is there any 
objection? If not, it will be included in the record of the hearing. 
With reference to the other copy, that deals with the distribution 
of the booklet and not the preparation of it and I see no purpose 
in encumbering the record with these adve idee ments. They ean 
received and made part of the proceeding but not ge died in thi 
record. 
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Mr. Moore. My point is, Mr. Chairman, I think none of these 
documents will be reproduced. They will form part of the exhibits 
in this case, and that is all I ask here, that this particular document 
be incorporated while the other exhibits in the record. 

Senator Gutterre. Yes, there will be no objection to that, as far 
as I am concerned. If there is no objection, they will be identified 
and made part of the proceedings, not the record. 

(Exhibits Nos. 28 and 29 were received in evidence and will be 
found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Denton, just one or two final questions with respect 
to exhibit No. 27, the letter from you to Mr. Simon, dated March 
1949. Was it in that letter that you characterized as explosive— 
the communication which you received from Senator McCarthy? Do 
you recall what the substance of that communication was? 

Mr. Denton. Does that state the letter I received or the letter that 
we received / 

Mr. Moore. You said “he wrote a very explosive letter when we 
told him we could not reorganize the booklet, so it is particularly 
significant that he is so well pleased with the final results.” 

‘Mr. Denton. I don’t recall that that letter was addressed to me. 
It may have been. Generally, his contacts were with Mr. Semple and 
through Mr. Semple to me, and it may have been a letter he wrote to 
Mr. Semple which was passed on to me. However, as I state before, 
I do vaguely recall having a telephone conversation with Senator 
McCarthy regarding the revisions that Mr. Simon had made. 

Mr. Moore. When did you have that telephone conversation ? 

Mr. Denvon. After Mr. Simon had completed his manuscript and 
we sent a copy of the manuscript to Senator McCarthy for his review, 
prior to publication. 

Mr. Moore. What did the Senator say in that conversation ? 

Mr. Denron. As I indicated before, the main point, the point that 
I remember, had to do with the organization of the material within 
the booklet. As I recall, he felt his article had not been given enough 
prominence in the booklet, and it should be in front, and that there 
should be more notice on the cover. 

Mr. Moore. There should be more notice on the cover ? 

Mr. Denron. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Denton. I think it was subsequent to that, possibly, that we 
added this, and I won't say for sure, this in italics on the cover below 
the red box. 

Mr. Moore. “Shortly after this,’ what do you mean? Shortly 
after the telephone conversation between yourself and Senator Me 
Carthy / 

Mr. Denton. I think it might have been. I think it might have 
been added as a result of—that would have been the only change that 
would have been made in the booklet at all as a result of that conver 
sation. 

Mr. Moore. So the record may be clear, when you said this was 
added, the language below the red box, you mean the four lines, “This 
booklet was based on information gathered by United States Senator 
Joe McCarthy of Wisconsin in the course of his research and investi 
gation as vice chairman of the Joint Committee on Housing”? 
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Mr. Denon. I say it might have been added after that. 

Mr. Moorr. You are not sure ¢ 

Mr. Denton. I am not sure. I think probably it was. I think we 
did concede that one point, but there was no other change made. And 
that phrase there, | believe you will find Was pl ked “3 ee some 
yhrasing ( Is ewhe re in the hook, in the introduction or 

Mr. Moorr. Did you, Mr. Denton, have anything to do 
preparati n of the tables? 

Mr. Denton. No. 

Mr. Moore. In chapter I¢ 

Mr. Denron. No. 

Mr. Moorr. You did not ’ 

Mr. Den'ron. No. 

Mr. Moorr. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator GILLeTrer. haa questions, S hep roney ¢ 

Senator Monroney. No. 

Senator GitLerre. Senator Hennings / 

Senator HenNINGS. No questions, 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator Hendrickson ? 

Senator HenpericKson. No questions. 

Senator Gitterre. Senator Welker? 

Senator Werxer. No ques stions 

Senator Gruterre. That will conclude the wing of your testl- 
mony, Mr. Denton. We are grateful to you for your cooperation and 
you are released from your subpena. 

Mr. Denvon. Thank you. 

Senator Guutetre. The next witness, counsel. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Walter Royal 

Senator Gituerre. Will you hold up your right hand, Mr. Royal 
Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you will give i he matter 
now on he aring be fore the sub ommittee shall be h ; truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Roya. I do so swear. 

Senator Giiterre. All right, be seated, sit 
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Mr. Moore. Mr. Royal, will you please state your full name? 

Mr. Royau. Walter Moore Royal, Jr. 

Mr. Moore. And you are emp loyed whe re ? 

Mr. Royar. By the HHFA. 

Mr. Moors. The Housing and Home—— 

Mr. Roya. Finance Agency. 

Mr. Moore. The Housing and Home Finance Agency? 

Mr. Royau. The Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

Mr. Moore. In what capacity, Mr. Royal ? 

Mr. Roya. Special assistant to the Director of Information. 

Mr. Moore. When did you first go with the HHFA? 

Mr. Royau. About October of 1942. 

Mr. Moorr. And you have been there continuously, except for mili- 
tary service? 

Mr. Roya. Yes. 

Mr. Moorr. When was that military service ? 
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Mr. Royau. The military service was prior to the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency. I had been assigned as combat correspondent in the 
Marine Corps, and immediately after coming back I went to the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency. It was then the National Hous- 
ing Agency. 

Mr. Moorr. Who was your immediate superior, Mr. Royal? 

Mr. Roya. Jack H. Bryan was the Director of the Division of 
Information. 

Mr. Moore. That is the Division of Information of HHFA? 

Mr. Royan. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Will you briefly relate to the committee the functions of 
that Division ? 

Mr. Roya. Yes. It is the Division of Information which attempts 
to serve the whole of the Housing Agency, including the oflice of the 
Administrator, which is our immediate office, and the Federal Housing 
Administration, the Public Housing Administration, and Home Loan 
Bank Board, which are the three principal constituents making up 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency. There are numbers of other 
subsidiary agencies in the Office of the Administrator, such as Federal 
National Mortgage Association, known as Fanny Mae, and others, the 
Division of Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment, Division of 
Housing and Research, and several other lesser units. 

Mr. Moore. How many employees are there in this Division, Mr. 
Royal? 

Mr. Royau. In our immediate division, about eight. 

Mr. Moore. About eight ? 

Mr. Royau. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, shortly after the war it is true, is it not, 
that considerable research was done by your particular department on 
the matter of housing financing? 

Mr. Royau. Shortly after the war, you say ? 

Mr. Moore. Yes; during the early postwar period. 

Mr. Roya. Yes; there was much being done at that time, and 
following. 

Mr. Moorr. Had any composition been made on the subject. of home 
financing? By “composition” I mean had any informational bul- 
letins, or releases of information of that nature been prepared ? 

Mr. Royat. We were constantly preparing information both for 
immediate use, in any way which we could—in the best way which we 
could distribute it—and also information that might be used for the 
future. We were constantly keeping abreast of it in a current way. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Royal, there came a time, did there not, in 1948, 
when you were advised that Senator McCarthy had made a request for 
assistance ? 

Mr. Royan. Yes; that was in the early fall in 1948. 

Mr. Moore. I show you a memorandum and ask you if you will not 
state to the subcommittee that this is a memorandum which you have 
given to the subcommittee staff, and which specifies the date of 
August 18 as the date of this contact by Senator McCarthy with Mr. 
Foley, the Administrator? 

Senator Gittetre. What year, Counsel ? 

Mr. Moore. I will ask the witness [handing document to Mr. 
Royal}. 


nas at th ob 


| 
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Mr. Roya. Yes, I recall this. 

Mr. Moore. What year? 

Mr. Roya, 1948; August 18, 1948. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I offer this memorandum in evidence as 
exhibit No. 30. 

This memorandum states, does it not, that Senator McCarthy said 
that a Miss Kerr was working with some of the other members of his 
office on a handbook for housing, a booklet intended to educate the 
veteran on use of cooperatives, loans, et cetera. It states further, 
that— 

McCarthy said she did not had good legal background and he wondered if she 
might talk with some of our legal staff. 

Mr. Foley suggested that she get in touch with Mr. Zwerner and also suggested 
that it would be well for her to talk with Mr. Bryan. 

I believe Miss Kerr will be calling you directly. 

Mr. Royau. That is right. 

Mr. Moore. Was this directed to your attention? Were you the 
person who would be called by Miss Kerr ¢ 

Mr. Royau. It went through several hands before reaching me. 
Mr. Foley’s office—Mr. Foley being the Administrator—sent it on to 
Mr. Zwerner, who was mentioned, first mentioned in the memorandum, 
and next to Mr. Jack H. Bryan, who was Director of the Division, who 
assigned the project to me. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, I have made an offer of this document 
as exhibit No. 30. May it be received, sir? 

Senator Guuterre. Without objection, properly identified, it may 
be received and made part of our proceedings. 

(Exhibit No. 30 was received in evidence and will be found in the 
files of the subeommittee. ) 

Mr. Moore. After August 18, 1948, did you confer with Miss Kerr 
In your othice, Mr. Royal ¢ 

Mr. Roya. Yes, ] did. As I recall, she came to our ollice almost 
immediately—perhaps the next day. 

Mr. Moore. Did she bring the manuscript with her, do you know— 
do you recall 4 

Mr. Roya. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Moore. You do not reeall that? 

Mr. Roya. No. 

Mr. Moore. At your first conference, was anything said about the 
preparation, the prior preparation of the manuscript by Senator 
McCarthy dealing with housing ¢ 

Mr. Roy AL. Yes: I do recall that during the conversation Miss Kerr 
referred to the fact that there had been a mat uscript of some kind 
prepared in which she herself was not sure of its contents, but there 
was something prey ously done. 

Mr. Mor RE, Did she Say who prepared it ? 

Mr. Royau. She referred vaguely to a writing team, she thought a 

an and wife team. | ul she was not certain of it. | vathered Miss 
Kerr herself had not too intimate a know ledge of the s iby ct put had 
heen told about this. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Ch lan. this time uuld like to offer n 


photostatie copy of a communication on the letterhead of 
Carthv. United States Senator, Committee on Banking and 


Currency. ‘This is a communication to which reference was made by 


l 
senator Me 
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Senator Welker the other day when he asked whether or not the staff 
had been able to obtain copies of communications addressed to Senator 
McCarthy by any publishing houses. The date of this communication 
is March 5, 1948. prior to the date of the meeting to which this witness 
has testified. 

Senator Gitterre. While Senator Welker is looking at the docu 
ment, will you wait a minute? 

Senator Weiker. I have no objection to it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moore. I offer that, Mr. Chairman, as exhibit No. 31. and as 
exhibit No. 32, the reply to Senator McCarthy from John W. Taylor 
of the McGraw-Hill Pub lishing C 0... as well as the communie ation from 
Senator McCarthy dated March 18, 1948, in further reply. 

Senator Giiiterre. The last document you referred to will be in- 
cluded under the same identification ¢ 

Mr. Moore. If you will, please, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. Without objection, it will be received, when 
proper ly ide nt ified. 

(Exhibits Nos. 31 and 32 were received in evidence and will be 
found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Senator Gitterrr. Counsel, may I go back to the memorandum 
that was offered and received here? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gruuterre. I believe the chairman overlooked the fact that 
it did not seem to be ore rly identified. It is signed “adah s.” 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, you have the photostatic copy of the 
original. I handed to the witness the original copy. You are refer- 
ring to. of course, exhibit No. 30. 

Senator Giuterre. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. That is the general transmittal slip of the HHFA. 

Senator Gruterre. Did the witness identify this as a memorandum 
that had been made available to him ? 

Mr. Roya.. After going through several hands, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ginterre. And this signature, “adah s.” is the signature of 
an employee ? 

Mr. Royau. Asa matter of fact, she is Adah Sheldon, the secretary 
to the Administrator, Mr. Foley. 

Senator Gittetrre. All right, Counsel. 

Mr. Moore. Now, Mr. Royal, you testified before I introduced this 
communication in evidence that Miss Kerr stated there had been a 
man and wife team that had been, you thought, collaborating in the 
preparation of the manuscript; is that right ? ? 

Mr. Royau. Yes, she explained that during our first conversation, 
merely to give me some of the background of the beginning of this 
project. 

Mr. Moore. Now did she state who the collaborators were ? 

Mr. Roya. No, she did not. 

Mr. Moore. She did not state their names? 

Mr. Royau. No. 

Mr. Moore. Did she state anything about the substance of the prepa 
rations / 

Mr. Roya. Of this previous document ? 

Mr. Moore. Of this previous document; that is right. 
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Mr. Roya. She made a remark, as I recall, that it had been thought 
to be most unsatisfactory by the Senator and therefore had been 
scrapped. 

Mr. Moorr. Now at this time, as of August 18, 1948, at the time of 
this first meetings, did you and she reach an agreement on the general 
outline of a manuscript on housing? 

Mr. Royau. Not at that particular meeting. However, we did have 
a conversation about the possibilities, and went over a very rough 
outline, and Miss Kerr took notes during the course of our conversa- 
tion, and that was to be the first launching of an outline, which she 
was to return to the Senator and get his further thoughts on the sub- 
ject. 

Mr. Moore. Now, then, did you thereafter assist her in making con- 
tact with various people, various persons in the housing field from 
whom she might obtain assistance / 

Mr. Roya. Yes. I did. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Royal, did she make contact, do you know, with 
Mr. Foley, the Administrator of HHFA ¢ 

Mr. Royan. Only to be introduced to him, Mr. Counsel, as the per 
son Whom Senator McCarthy had talked of as sending over to do this 
project for him. 

Mr. Moore. Did she receive assistance from Mr. Low ry, economist 
in the Division of Housing and Research in the Office of the Adminis- 
trator of the HHFA. 

Mr. Royau. Yes, she did, both I believe directly . but mostly through 
me. 

Mr. Moore. Mostly through you ¢ 

Mr. Roya. Yes. 

Mr. Moort ° Did she also receive assistance from Thomas Bart Inger, 
Director of the—will you please identify Mr. Barrin 

Mr. Royau. Yes. Mr. Barringer, Thomas A. Barringer, was at that 
time Director ot the Examination and Procedure Section in the Divi- 
sion ot Kield ( Jperations of the Federal Housing Admit istration, and 
| took Miss Kerr over to introduce her to him, and we went over the 
scope of the knowledge which we should like to gain from his divi- 
sion, or section, as I believe it was called, and he, in turn. introduced 
us to two of his statf, who after that took us over. 

Mr. Moore. ‘Then the two members of the staff assisted in the prepa- 
ration of this work: is that mght / 

Mr. Royau. Assisted in the furnishing of material. 

Mr. Maxi RF. Did Mr. Barringer himself thereafter lend any assist- 
ince: do vou know ? 

Mr. Roya. No, I believe not. He retired from the scene. 

Mr. Moore. Was information and assistance received from Gran- 

lle Millard in the Division of Information Office ? 

Myr. Roy AL, Yes: he was a member ot our staff al cl did some work 
m this. 

Mr. Moore. Did John N. Suiter, an economist in the Vet 
\dmiunistration, also do some wo1 k oO! this mahusci ipt ¢ 

Mr. Royan. It was my knowledge, Mr. Counsel. that Mr. Suité 

rectly contacted probably by Miss Kerr. ana I remembet talkn 


ger ¢ 
1 


th him on one or two occasions. 
Mr. Moore. Now. then, do I correctly infer from what vou | 
it vou made direct contacts mm quest of information that 
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useful, and that Miss Kerr herself made direct contacts with these 
people / 

Mr. Royau. Yes: that is right. 

Mr. Moore. If you know, can you state whether H. Everett Ashley, 
an economist in the Division of Housine Research in the Office of the 
Administrator of HHEA also rendered assistance / 

Mr. Roy AL. He assisted us in the eathering of material, and he 
furnished us with some, ] don't believe Miss Kerr contacted him 
directly. 

Mr. Moorr. Did Mr. Jack Bryan, whom I believe you have previ 
ously identified, the Director of your Division, offer any assistance / 

Mr. RoyaL. Mr. Bryan and I talked of the project on numbers of 
occasions. I don’t beheve that he a tually offered anv direct assistance 
to Miss Kerr, but it was usually through me. 

Mr. Moore. Through you? ~ 

Mr. Royau. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. The consultations to which vou have referred: is that 
right ? , 

Mr. Roy AL. Yes, 

Mr. Moore. Did Mr. C. W. Starr, Assistant to the Commissioner 
of the Federal Housing Administration, render any assistance ¢ 

Mr. Roy AL. | believe | 1] troduced Miss Kerr to Mr. Starr, and 1) 
turn told him of the scope and need of the information, and he in 


turn suggested other people in the Federal Housing Administration 


Mr. Moore. Did Mr. Dy hnean Price, an employee in your Division 
also assist in this matter ? 

Mr. Royan. I don’t believe Mr. Price had any bearing on this. He 
hay have received some information through telephone calls, ana 
items of that sort, for me. but I don’t believe he directly produced 
any work, 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Royal, did Mr. Adolph Zwerner, assistant general 
counsel of your Agency, render assistance in this matter? 

Mr. Royan. As I recall, Mr. Counsel, I think I talked with Mr. 
Zwerner about numbers of legal points and interpretations during the 
course of this, but I don’t believe Mr. Zwerner talked directly about 
this. 

Mr. Moore. Can you state whether John W. Shively, assistant to 
the Director of Slum Clearance and Urban Development in the Offic: 
of the Administrator rendered any assistance / 

Mr. Roy AL. He may have to me, 

Mr. Moorr. He may have to you? 

Mr. Roya. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. Did he talk to Miss Kerr? 

Mr. Royau. Yes, sir: through me to Miss Kerr. 

Mr. Moore. Did Mr. Fullmer—do you recognize that name—render 
any assistance to either of you? 

Mr. Roya. I think that the person referred to was at the time 
my secretary. 

Mr. Moorr. Your secretary ? 

Mr. Royanr. A Mrs. Gloria Fullmer. 

Mr. Moorr. Did Mr. Malcolm Catlin render any assistance in this 
matter / 

Mr. Roya. Yes, he did. It was his Division in which much of thi 
research and statistics was housed, and we received much of it from 


him. and he reviewed several documents. 
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Mr. Moore. Mr. Royal, you have testified that this first. contact 
was in August, August 18 of 1945. Can you please state for the 
record over what period of time this assistance was rendered and over 
what period of time you had conversations with Miss Kerr and 
ference Vv h | 
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the many documents there? As I understand it, the witness has 
identified the file as a working file showing different services done for 
McCarthy and his secretary, “and purely to save time, I am wonder- 
ing if we can’t have some agreement as to the validity of this evidence 
and get it in without further testimony. 

Senator Ginierre. I think, Counsel, that would be a good sugges- 
tion. 

Senator Weiker. I think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moore. We had not intended to submit all of this and identify 
every piece of paper in the file. 

Senator Gittetre. The file has been identified. 

Mr. Moorr. The file has been identified, and I am happy to offer this 
in evidence as exhibit No. 33, the file which the witness has previously 
identified. 

Senator Gituerre. I think the suggestion of Senator Welker would 
be a time-saving suggestion, and, without objection, it will be properly 
identified and received as part of the records of our proceeding. 

(The documents referred to were marked “Staff Exhibit No. 33,” 
and will be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, there came a time, did there not, Mr. Royal, 
when the McCarthy opus was completed? Can you please state ‘the 
date when, according to your impression, the work on this manuscript 
was finished ¢ 

Mr. Roya. Well, Counsel, it was worked on, as I previously stated, 
over the course of numbers of months and intermittent periods. 

Mr. Moore. I ask you, however, to distinguish between the essay 
prepared by Senator McCarthy and which is included in exhibit No. 
18, to distinguish between that essay and the material in the balance 
of the booklet. My question is directed te Senator McCarthy’s essay 
alone. When was that completed ? 

Mr. Roya. Well, Counsel, I don’t believe I can quite answer as 
to the completion date on that, because there were many drafts in 
between. 

Senator Henninos. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question of Mr. 
Royal? 

Senator Giutetre. Yes, Senator Hennings. 

Senator Hennines. Do I understand, Mr. Royal, that this crowd 
of some—however many that were named, I think there were a dozen, 
weren’t there, Counsel ? 

Mr. Moore. Approximately that many, Senator Hennings. 

Senator Henntnes. Do I understand they spent this time in going 
over this draft, and redr afting ande mbellishing and otherwise editing 
and preparing that portion of the booklet consisting of some 36 pages 
which appears over the signature and under the by-line of Senator 
McCarthy ? 

Mr. Roya. No, Senator Hennings, I don’t think that understanding 
would be correct. 

Senator Hennrnos. I wanted to get that clear, Mr. Royal. I did 
not quite get what you meant by the redrafting. 

Mr. Roya. Yes. 

Senator Hennincs. You mean the material over and beyond that 
pvepared by Senator McCarthy or appearing over his signature in 
the booklet, that you are contradistinguishing that, you mean, in othe: 





INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 30] 


words’ I, for one member of the committee, lo not quite have clearly 
iy my mind which portions of this, let us say, pamphlet, or booklet 
you and your staff of Government people wor ie on and that which, 
af there was any part, you did not work on. Was there any part of 
this that you had nothing to do with, in other words ¢ 

Mr. Roya.. Senator Hennings, | know that you believe that I should 
be precise. 

Senator Henninas. No; I do not mean it critically at all, Mr. Royal 

Mr. Ri YAL. No, sll 

Senator Hennings. I was just trying to get it clear in my own mind. 

Mr. Rov iL. [ was not eritical. 

Senator Hennings. I was trying to get this thing clear in my own 
mind. 

Mr. Royau. The sequences were something like this, in short: After 
the first meeting with Miss Kerr there were many individual pieces of 
this to-be book, and it Wits done nn sections, sometimes by subjects, by 
chapters, and so on, and finally evolved as a draft, as is usual in a 
project of this kind. 

Senator Hennines. Then, Mr. Royal, may I interrupt there, to b 
clear again, if I may. 

Do I understand that the first draft, then, as you describe it, is of 
the entire pamphlet or booklet. ihe first draft ¢ 

Mr. Roya. No, sir. Actually, the first draft was a much large 
draft than this. And may I interpolate there to say that it was the 
Senator’s idea to produce a book in pocketbook form which might 
be sold at a very reasonable price. The first attempt was not anything 
such as this but was to be a thoroughgoing primer on housing. 

Now, that went on for numbers of weeks prior to the final evolutior 
of this. 

nator GILLETTE. Off the record. 

( Di scussion off the record. ) 

Senator GILLETTE. Proceed. 

Mr. Roy AL. We all are now thinking of this book. oO! the booklet. VW 
its final form, as we now see it. 

Senator Hennineas. As what ¢ 

Mr. Roya. As we now see it. 

Senator Hennines. In other words, you and your crew or asso- 
cites were, in effect. taking over the job ot the entire booklet : is that 
correct 4 

Mr. Roya. No, sir; that is not correct. 

Senator Hennines. That is what I am trying to get through my 
understanding, and I poe a seem to be able to quite get it, Mr. Royal, 
as to just what part of it, if any, you had nothing whatever to do 
with, or whether you saw the final manus cript and passed on it and 
edited 1 and approved it . after a series of meetings or dise ussions, 
in its Gnal form. 

Mr. Royan. To go back, Senator, from the beginning. to some of 
the ground which I covered previously—— 

Senator Hennines. I do not mean to take you over that again 
What I was trying to get clear, if we can, is to what extent, for 
example, you may have collaborated with Mr. Simon on any portion 
of this, and what portion of it you had collaborative interest and 
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work in, and what part you did not have anything to do with, if such 
is the case. 

Mr. Royau. Senator, I think the preparation of the raw material, 
the actual statistics, the interpretation of laws, the preparation of 
tables, and whatnot, was all some contribution from our agency, 
either from items which we had on hand, which we had in pamphlet 
form or preparation, or in some instances specially prepared, but. 
it would take an explanation of a step-by-step procedure, which I 
could give in some very general form to understand the evolution 
of this. 

Senator Henninos. Well, after the material which you prepared 
was in its final form, I take it that you and your assoviates passed 
on it or approved it, did you not, Mr. Royal? 

Mr. Roya. Pats of it were submitted to us to see if the interpre- 
tation finally given was the proper interpretation, legally or statist.- 
‘ally or however. 

Senator Hennines. Yes; but I understand that you had nothing 
to do with editing or otherwise making any contribution, whether by 
deletion or addition to that portion appearing, the portion of 36 pages 
2 pearing over the signature of Senator McCarthy, and under the 
byline or caption indicating that it was written by Senator McCarthy. 
Is that an accurate statement, Mr. Royal ? 

Mr. Roya. I believe that we were given some of the final drafts 
of the now-called McCarthy article, which I made numbers of revi- 
sions in, as Mr. Counsel has in his exhibits several copies to show my 
handwriting on the margin of numbers of corrections and additions 
and deletions, and so on, and suggestions. 

Senator Hennines. Then we do understand that as to that portion 
ascribed to the authorship of Senator McCarthy you did have some 
part in revising and otherwise completing that manuscript; is that 
true, Mr. Royal? 

Mr. Roya. Of a final submission, that was done. Some were in 
the final stages—I do not know where—suggestions or corrections, or 
whatever we might have. 

Senator Hennines. And to the best of your recollection, as it now 
appears in its final form it does so-and-so contain those revisions or 
additions, or not containing the material which you deleted; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Royau. I have not, Senator Hennings, compared the drafts 
which were in this depository which I kept with the final product, 
but I assume that some of the same language as in those drafts was 
kept. 

Senator Hennrnos. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Wevxker. I have a question right on that very point. 

Mr. Royal, at the time Miss Kerr came to your office, you knew her 
to be a secretar Vv to Senator Jose ph Met Carthy ? 

Mr. Roya. Senator Welker, if not a secretary, on his staff. 

Senator Wreiker. Yes. As I understand your testimony you and 
other members of your staff worked a number of weeks with Miss Kerr 
in formulating a correct interpretation of the laws and regulations 
that you exercise some control, or at least some great knowledge over 
in the Federal housing field ? 

Mr. Roya. That is about right, Senator. 
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Senator We.krer. Would I be wrong if I made this statement to 
you, Mr. Royal, that as far as you knew, Senator McCarthy was at- 
tempting to write a legalistic and a sound document upon the problem 
of Federal housing and how to own your own home. Is that a correct 
statement ¢ 

Mr. Royau. Well, the Senator was trying not to be legalistic. 

Senator WeLker. He was trying not to be legalistic, yet he was 
seeking your help and your ability to be sure that he wrote nothing 
which would be contrary to the law or to your interpretation of the 
law and regulations with respect to I ‘ederal housing. Am I correct 
in that assumption ¢ 

Mr. Royan. Yes, you are. 

Senator Werker. And did you at any time every write any chapters 
of the so-called McCarthy book ? 

Mr. Royau. No, Senator Welker. If you mean by that writing 
directly and saying, “Here is the document.” I contributed 
suggestions 

Senator Wevker. I take it then, Mr. Royal, that you offered sug- 
gestions to the Senator, suggestions that would help you in the prob- 
lem that you had in your official capacity and would also help the 
Senator to do a good book upon the prob lem that he was writing 
about. 

Mr. Royau. Yes: that is correct. 

Senator Weiker. That is all. 

Senator Gitterre. Counsel may proceed. 

Mr. Moore. I have further questions, Mr. Ch: uirm: mn. 

Just so that the record may be clea , Mr. Royal, wa fact, is it not, 
as the matter was approached to you initially the Senator’s purpose 
was to prepare a manuscript which would be of assistance to the GI 
in obtaining information on home buying and home financing; is that 
right / 

Mr. Roya. Yes, that is correct, 

Mr. Moore. And Wits It hot your feeling at the outset that there was 
a very great need for that kind of publication ¢ 

Mr. R YAL. Yes: that is right, Mr. Counsel. 

Mr. Moore. And was it with that approach that you and Miss Kerr— 
that you aided Miss Kerr / 

Mr. R YAL. Well, It VOU mean because I was 

Mr. Moore. You yourself were enthusiastic about fulfilling that 
need, were you not 4 


Mr. Roya. Yes, I was, as I am enthusiastic about disseminating 


all kinds of information about housing. And we in the agency are 
very glad, of course, for anyone to further disseminate that, be it any 
kind of publication, 

Mr. Moore. All right. 

Now, Mr. Roval, when did you first meet Mr. Maron Simon, whose 
testimony you heard here vesterd: vs 

Mr. Roya. | believe sometime in the latter part of November. 

Mr. Moore. Of 1948? 

Mr. Roya. I think that is right. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you understand, Mr. Royal, at that time that he was 
emploved by Lustron ? 


Mr. Roya. No: I did not. 





304 INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


Mr. Moore. What did you understand that his employment was? 

Mr. Royau. My first introduction to Mr. Simon, as I recall, Mr 
Counsel, was a call from Miss Kerr, who said that a writer, Mr. Simon, 
was in town, who was going to gather further material and could she 
bring him over to talk; which she did. 

Mr. Moore. But he was just referred to as a writer who was going 
to do some further work on the manuscript ¢ 

Mr. Roya. That is as I recall it. I do not remember Miss Kerr 
mentioning his connection with Lustron at that time. 

Mr. Moorr. But there came a time when you learned that he was 
employed indirectly by Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Royaw. I learned that very much later, and I believe almost 
toward the very end, if not the end, of the whole project. 

Mr. Moore. By that you mean sometime in March—excuse me— 
1949 ¢ 

Mr. Roya. No; I believe possibly before that. I would say prob 
ably the early part of 1949. 

Mr. Moorn. Would it be a legitimate inference from what you have 
stated, Mr. Royal, that there was a withholding by Mr. Simon of his 
connection with Lustron / 

Mr. Royau. No, I think not. And, in fact, Mr. Simon may have 
told me along the line of his interest in Lustron, and I believe he did, 
of his visits to Columbus, knowing that I, too, would be interested in 
the Lustron plan. 

Senator WeL_ker. May I ask a question right here? 

Senator Gituterre. Yes. 

Senator Werker. Referring you back to a letter which has been 
introduced in evidence here, dated March 9, 1949, addressed to you, 
Public Information, Housing and Home Finance Agency, from R. 
Harold Denton, and directing your attention to paragraph 2 of that 
letter, which states: 

We carefully avoided making specific references to Lustron in the main body 
of the booklet, to make the material of use to all potential home buyers who wert 
interested in Government-guaranteed loans. We hope people will recognize it 
as the public service we intended it to be. 

Certainly that would not lead you to believe that Lustron or Mr 
Simon or anyone else was trying to mislead you with respect to this 
document, would it, Mr. Royal? 

Mr. Royau. No, Senator Welker. I think Mr. Denton’s idea her 
was to simply further acquaint me with what was being done. 

Senator Wextker. Is it not a fair assumption, Mr. Royal, to say 
this: The Lustron people wanted this booklet to advertise its own 
product and at the same time acquaint the GI and other prospective 
buyers with the procedures necessary for them to get a loan and to 
own a home, whether it be Lustron or a private builder or any othe: 
concern erecting and building houses ? 

Mr. Royar. I would assume so, Senator. Mainly that assumptior 
is coming now. I really did not think of it at any time during the 
course of this previous project. 

Senator Weiker. As a matter of fact, since you are the Directo: 
of the Public Information—— 

Mr. Roya. I am just a special assistant to the Director. 

Senator Werker. Well, special assistant engaged in public i 
formation. You do know that many GI’s and prospective owners of 
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homes throughout the Nation have been benefited by this document, 
regardless ot whether they were interested in a Lustron home or not? 

Mr. Royau. I would assume so. 

Senator Werker. That is all. 

Senator Gitterre. All right, Counsel, is there anything further? 

Mr. Moore. Before your interrogation by Senator Welker, Mr. 
Royal, you stated, did you not, that you did not at first know who Mr 
Simon was, with respect to his connection with Lustron; is that right 

Mr. Royau. No, ] did not. I did not, as far as I can recall. 

Mr. Moore. And can you recall at this time when you did first learn 
that he was working for the Lustron C orp. ¢ 

Mr. Roya. No, I cannot, Mr. Counsel. I have tried to think of 
that over the course of the last several days, but find myself unable 
to do so. 

Mr. Moorr. Did you, during the period when you were rendering 
assistance to Mr. Simon, did you also have contacts with Mr. Harold 
Denton, who has just preceded you on the witness stand ¢ 

Mr. Royan. No: 1 did not. 

Mr. Moorr. You did not / 

Mr. Roy AL. No. 

Mr. Moore. Did you have any telephone conversations with him— 
no contact whatever; is that your testimony 4 

Mr. Roya. No; I did not. My first knowledge of his connection 
with it at all was this letter. 

Mr. Moorr. Now, then, have you any information as to whether 
the $10,000 fee which Senator Mi ‘Carthy received for this booklet 
was shared by anyone eise / 

Mr. Royan. I have no such information. 

Mr. Moore. Did you work nights or week ends in connection with 
these matters to which you have referred, or was it in the regulai 
course, the regular hours of your business / 

Mr. Roya. To answer that honestly, Mr. Counsel, I work many 
nights and week ends on many matters, unfortunately for the g ood 
of my marital existence, and I am sure that included in my nights 
ant weck ends were some work upon this project, but in the course 
of my regular business. 

Senator Hennines. Excuse me, Mr. Moore. You asked Mr. Royal 
about a fee of $10,000. Did you at any time during the course of your 
work know anything about a prospective fee or payment of $10,000 
to anybody for any work ¢ 

Mr. Rorau. No: I did not, Senator Hennings. 

Senator Hennines. What was your understanding with respect to 
anyone making any profit or deriving any sum whatever in payments 
worked « on in connection with the prepar ation of this booklet upon 
which you were collaborating ? 

Mr. RoyaL, Senator Hennings, I did not have any understanding 
as to that. 

Senator Hennines. You had no understanding whatever as to that ? 

Mr. LOYAL. No. sil 

Senator Hrennines. Thank you. 

Senator Henprickson. You did not know during the time that you 
were working with Miss Kerr on this material that Senator MeCarthy 
was under contract with Lustron Corp. ¢ 


Mr. Roya. No: I did not. 
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Senator Henprickxson. To furnish this article? 

Mr. Roya. I did not, Senator Hendrickson. 

Senator Henprickson. Thank you. 

Senator Gitterre. At what point did you learn about it? When 
did you learn about it—that he had disposed of it to the Lustron Corp. ? 

Mr. Royau. Mr. Chairman, my first recollection was that Miss Kerr 
at a very late date, and after the project, to my way of thinking, was 
completed and on its way, in some fashion told me in an off-the-record 
conversation that an arrangement had been made with the Lustron 
Corp. ! 

Senator Gitterre. Well, about when was that, Mr. Royal, to the 
best of your recollection / 

Mr. Royau. To the best of my recollection, it must have been the 
very early part of 1949. That would be just a guess, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gitterre. Well, the letter that is in the record here, ad- 
dressed to you by Mr. Denton, is dated March 9, 1949, and copies of 
the booklet, three copies, were transmitted to you, and he informed 
you that they had carefully avoided references to Lustron in the book- 
let, and called your attention to that. So you must have known be- 
fore that date that the manuscript had been sold to Lustron, did you 
not ¢ 

Mr. Royan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. And it is that letter, possibly, 
which made me say in answer to your previous question that it was 
early 1949. 

Senator Gintetre. Well, you have no independent recollection at 
all as to when you learned the fact that the manuscript had been sold 
to Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Roya. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Gitterre. Counsel, | want to interrupt you here, because | 
want to bring these m: tte rs into focus, if I can. 

Did Senator McCarthy himself ever approach you with reference 
to the gathering of material for this sort of a publication ? 

Mr. Royar. No, sir; he did not approach me personally. His first 
approach was to the Administrator of the Housing and Home Finan 
ing Agency, following which I received this memorandum which has 
been entered in the record. 

Senator Gitterre. Did you receive a memorandum from the Ad- 
ministrator of your agency / 

Mr. Royan. Well, the memorandum was from his secretary, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Gitterre. This Adah S. is his secretary ? 

Mr. Royau. Yes. 

Senator Gitterre. The first information you had with reference to 
the desire to prepare this material was when it came to you in the 
form of this memorandum ? 

Mr. Royau. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gitierre. Now, the memorandum states: 

Senator MeCarthy talked with Mr. Foley this afternoon. Senator said a Miss 


Jean Kerr is working with some of the other members of his office on a hand 
book for housing 


And that she would call on you. 
Mr. Roya. Yes. 
Senator Gitterre. That is the first information you had? 
Mr. Royav. That is the first information. 
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Senator Ginterre. Did you know the purpose was to prepare a 
manuscript to be sold? 

Mr. Royau. Not necessarily to be sold. I knew that the purpose was 
to prepare a manuscript at that time. That was the only purpose. 

Senator Gitterre. Several members of your organization assisted 
Miss Kerr? 

Mr. Royan. Yes. 

Senator Gm.terre. You have testified—were they acting m the ca- 
pacity of Government employees doing Government work ? 

Mr. Royan. Yes; they were, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gituerre. In your opinion? 

Mr. Royan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gitterre. You considered it the duty of you and your asso- 
ciates to assist a United States Senator if he sent a member of his staff 
down there, to help prepare a manuscript ? 

Mr. Royan. We did so consider it. 

Senator GitLerre. You consider the manuscript a public service ? 

Mr. Royar. We did so. 

Senator Gitterre. Had you not considered the need for that sort 
of a manuscript in your organization before it was called to your 
attention with this memorandum ? 

Mr. Royau. Yes, Senator, I believe so. In fact, our director of the 
division had talked of the need for it. We were in a flux period in 
legislation. Ile would be more competent to answer the need. 

Senator Gitterre. Who would be more competent / 

Mr. Roran. Mr. Jack TH. Bryan, the Director of the Division of In 
formation. He is in this committee room, and should you wish ‘to 
query him on that point Iam sure he would be glad to answer. 

Senator Gitterre. Iam sure he would, but he is not on the witne 
stand at the present time. 

Mr. Royan. No. 

Senator Gitterre. I am interrogating you. 

Mr. Royan. Yes. 

Senator Gitterre. Do you know of any steps that were being taken 
In your organization to prepare this information for dissemination 
to the public? 

Mr. Royau. Not in this form, Mr. Chairman, but we were constantly 
preparing information in numbers of other different forms, which we 
were getting out constantly. And there is another item. 


Ss 


Our dealings with the public, the buying public, were through lend 
ing institutions. The Federal Hlousine Administration, as vou know 


insures mortgages, but not directly presented tothem. The me rtgages 
are presented to lending institutions, banks, and sav Ines and loan. 

Senator GitLerre. Sure. And you give out the information in that 
Way wherever you can. 

Mr. Rov AL. And the Federal Llousing Administration works d 
rectly with the lending institutions rather than directly with the GI 
buyer. 

Senator Gitterre. Was the first idea to present in this concrete form 
this information for dissemination, the first idea came to you through 
Miss Kerr? 

Mr. Royan. Mr. Chairman, I think we had hopeful ideas such as 
this over the course of many years, but for numbers of reasons we 
could not accomplish putting them into effect. 
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Senator Ginterre. And you felt justified in using these employees 
on Government time for the compilation of material that was being 
prepared by someone in the office of a United States Senator ? 

Mr. Royan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We do it every day for news 
papers, trade journals, magazine writers, book writers, and who not 
We prebably do not do it every day for this purpose. 

Senator GILLETTE. You put youre mployees at work on Government 
time for the purpose of m: aking this available to the different publicity 
media / 

Mr. Royav. Our Division of Information is set up to serve that 
purpose, to disseminate information about it. 

Senator GitLeTre. You had no idea that this was to be a commercia! 
transaction and that it was to be sold ? 

Mr. Roya. Mr. Chairman, I did not right at that moment, but dur 
ing the course of the proje ct I knew that it was the intention of Sen- 
autor McCarthy to get this published, and it is the usual means when 
one does get something published to be paid. And that is true of all. 

Senator Ginterre. When were you first informed, or when did you 
first learn that this was to be a commercial transaction / 

Mr. Royav. Our first conversations were solely on the information, 
gathering of information, how best to go about it, where it could be 
obtained, how much of it we already had, and how much could be got 
otherwise. And then after it was got in some rough form, Senator 
McCarthy, I understand, began his efforts to have it published. And 
he presented it, as 1 again understood, to numbers of book publishers, 
magazine publishers, and others, over the course of the work. 

Senator Gruterre. When did you first learn that he had sold this 
manuscript to the Lustron people under a contract dated November 12, 
1948 When did you first learn of that / 

Mr. Roya. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe I learned of that until 
very muc h after it was done. possibly the early part ot 1949. 

Senator Gitterre. You had no knowledge in November at or about 
the time of the negotiation of the contract; you had no knowledge at 
that time or at or about that time that the manuscript had been sold 
to Lustron / 

Mr. Roya. I do not believe I did. 

Senator Gitterre. And you do not believe the members of yout 
organization did ¢ 

Mr. Roya. No, sir: I think—— 

Senator GILLETTE, So far as you know / 

Mr. Roya. No. 

Senator GILLeTre. But you continued for several months after that 
to engage in the preparation of the material or to have your employees 
gathering the accumulation and compilation of the material ? 

Mr. Royan. Mr. Chairman, I believe that any assistance we were 
rendering probably ended about the latter part of 1948, somewhere 
in there. 

Senator GitLerre. I understood you to say in response to inquiries 
from the counsel that this had continued for several months and up 
to about the time of this March 9 letter, when Lustron advised you of 
the completed work and sent you the three copies. 

Mr. Royau. If I gave that impression, I did not mean that it was 
that leneth of time, Mr. Chairman. I meant that it continued for 
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several months from its inception, which was in August, through, 
ix my recollection, the latter part of 1948. 

Senator Gitterre. Do you have any recollection, or do you have 
any documentary evidence that will show you when your organiz: ution 
or its agents ceased to furnish material of this kind to Miss Ke rr? 

Mr. Roya, No, Mr. Chairman. Unfortunately, we do not. And, 
as I mentioned to counsel before, it is not our practice to keep a 
step by-ste ‘p procedure on any of these thin os that we are working 
on. This information that counsel has put in the record is simply 
something that I personally kept as a work file, and it is a miscel- 
laneous group of papers for ho particular reason. 

Senator Gitterre. But it was after this time that Mr. Simon came 
into the picture and some of your people worked with Mr. Simon— 
was it after the first of the year? 

Mr. Roya. No, sIr. He came into the picture the latter part of 
November of 1948. 

Senator Gitterre. How did you connect Mr. Simon with Miss Kerr’s 
project ? 

Mr. Royau. Sir, Miss Kerr telephoned me to say that Mr. Simon, a 
free-lance writer, was here, was going to gather additional material. 

Senator GitteTre. On the same project / 

Mr. Roya. On the same project. And could she bring him over 
to the office, which she did. 

Senator Guerre. That is all. Thank you. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Royal, may I ask, would you have ren- 
dered this same service for any citizen who might come to your office 
and request the service 

Mr. Royau. Yes, sir: if we knew his intentions and what he was 
possibly going to do with it. 

Senator Henprickson. Would that be so whether there was to be 
a fee paid or not; would that make any difference / 

Mr. Roy AL. No, sil 

Senator Henprickson. Thank you. 

Senator Gitterre. Let me just amplify that. 

Do I understand your answer to be that, while vou are serving the 
public—and it is a proper service—if someone came to tell you that 
they were preparing a manuscript for sale, for a commercial purpose, 
vou would assign your agents to aid them in the preparation of that 
manuscript ¢ 

Mr. Royau. Yes. If you mean if someone were to come and say 
that he was writing a book about housing and would we assist him 
in gathering up the material, we would try to give him all of the assist- 
ance we could, within the confines of our office. 

Senator Gituetrr. On Government time ? 

Mr. Roya. Yes, sir. 

Senator Henprickson. You would not distinguish between a Mem- 
ber of Congress and any other citizen / 

Mr. Royan. No, sir: we would not. 

Senator Henninos. Did you or your associates, Mr. Royal, keep 


any time records as to the amount of time consumed while vou were 
é nenged upon this work ? 

Mr. Royau. No. Senator Hennings: we did not. nor do we. We 
ire working constantly on numbers of things. In fact, usually have 
three telephone ;~voing at one time. 
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Senator Hrennines. Have you any idea at all, Mr. Royal, how many 
hours—or, if you care to, suggest in days or weeks—you, or any of you 
separately or accumulatively, may have put in, in assisting 1a the 
prepal ne ee let ¢ 


Mr. Royan. Senator Hennings, I made a very rough guess to myself 
that collect at amone all of us, including myself—and this would 
be like picking a bean out of a bowl—it would approximate about 30 
to 4 hou | would sav. 

S or Hennines. That represents your best judgment as to the 


minount of time ¢ 


Mr. Royan. Yes, sir. 
Senator HENNINGS. Put in by vour Agency, and others connected 


Mr. Royvan. Ye 
Senator Hennines. That includes everybody working with you? 
Mr. Royvan. Yes: it does. 


Senator Hennines. All 12, more or less? 

Mir. Royan. Senator Hennings, the “all 12” that were mentioned 
sone of then —~were mentioned simply because thier names happen 
to be connected with this in a very minor way, and some few in a 

Senator Hennings. So then, as you have told Senator Gillette, if 
Mir. oF om New York City comes down to your agency and says, 
“Tam preparing a booklet relating to housing,” or some cognate sub 
ect. you would turn over some of your facilities in terms of man 


e, to assist him in the preparation of that booklet: 


Mr. Royar. Well. sir. we do not in effect turn the person over and 
' lere 1 the man to use as you see {it ; * but ve eather from him 
what is the information he wishes. 

IENNINGS. And you would give him all of the information 
and help he need cl. I take it ¢ 

Mr. Royau. Yes, sir. 

eenator Hi NNINGS. And, lur ing the course of such enterprises clo 
you report back to Mr. Foley or others in higher authority in the 
agency as to the amount of time being consumed in the prepar ation 
or the assistance given to these several individuals or companies that 
may come in onal require he ‘Ip? 

Mr. Royan. We do not specifically in time items; no; but the Director 
of the Di vision does make reports to the Administrator upon the work 
th: as been done in the following period. 

Senator Hennrnes. And in the course of your work on this manu- 
script did you report to Mr. Foley what was being done and who was 
doing it ? 

Mr. Royau. The Director of the Division periodically reported to 
him this, among others, that we were doing. 

Senator HenninGs. That you were doing 4 

Mr. Royan. And, Senator Hennings, none of us, including myself, 
are solely occupied with this. 

Senator Henninos. That I understand. 

Mr. Royar. We continually did many other things. 

Senator Hennines. You said that during this period of time legis 
lation was in a state of “flux.” What did you mean by that, Mr 
Roya il ? 
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Mr. Royat. As I reeall it. Senator. the Housn o Act of 1949 was 
being formulate a and we were expe ting some additional leg lation 
in that regard. 


HENNINGS. You were hy “ul F 1A lhitional leoislaty 


i i + eo ato 
WELKER. May ] 
nator GILLETTE. 
WELKER. 
¢ hear) 
His matt 
AL. Not at 
WELKER. 
lered to many 
for hire, the san 
nator MeCarthy and his 
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to properly 


29 
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Mr. Royat. ‘ 
Y r 1 
Senator Weixker. That is 
menator VIONRONI Y Mr. Roval. vou are | nado 


A 1 ie ¥ { 


» processes of the Senate and Government in dissemi ing intorma- 
regarding factual programs that the Government spon 


as FHA and other home building programs: are you not ¢ 
P 
A 


Mr. LOYAL. Somewhat. Senator Monroney. 
Senator Monronery. You are also familiar with the eustom in the 
senat 


e for most Senators desiring a wide distribution ot inforn action 
along Government programs to ask consent of the Senate that certain 
documents be published as Senate documents, which are avilable 
to the public without the payment of 35 cents or without the sponsor 
ship of a private corporation; are you not 4 

Mr. Roya. I believe that is so, Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monronery. And a good part of your work in correcting 
manuscripts, undoubtedly, is in this line as well as in lines of prepar 
ing for commercial sale: is that not true ? 

Mr. Royau. Some of that: and most of it, Senator Monroney, 
however, goes through our Division of Law, because it usually has a 
legal interpretation upon it. 

Senator MonRONEY. But this entire docunment could have been 
published by the Senate and made available for free distribution te 


veterans seeking information on how to buv their homes, publisl ( d 
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the Government and available for distribution under an official frank, 
of anyone who would care to write in for it ? 

Mr. Royan. Senator Monroney, I do not know that to be true. It 
was my impression that the document had to elaborate upon some law, 
but that if it got beyond that scope and got into generalities of some 
other kind—lI just do not know the rules about that. You, of course, 
do. 

Senator Monronry. It is my impression that the Committee on 
Printing would look with favor on any Senate document that was de- 
tailing to any degree the steps that a veteran would need to go through, 
and all of the other factual information contained in the so-called 
Lustron booklet—no advertising permitted, of course—and there was 
very little connected with it, but it would have been available as an 
official Government publication for free distribution and for free 
mailing under that process ¢ 

Mr. Rorar. That may be true, Senator, I do not know. 

Senator Monronry. As an experienced information expert in the 
Government, would you not say that you could have gotten far wider 
distribution under that program than you could have by selling this 
document to a private concern that was charging 35 cents a copy for 
this information ? 

Mr. Royau. Senator, I do not know. I have not—— 

Senator Monronry. You mean, as a public-information expert, 
you do not believe that there would have been a wider distribution 
than 11,000 copies if this had been put out as a Senate document and 
given proper attention by its author through the press and other 
sources ¢ 

Mr. Roya. Sir, I do not really know. I have not—— 

Senator Monroney. You mean you do not care to comment; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Roya. Well, that may be part of the reason fér my answering 
thuswise. However, I believe I would comment, Senator Monroney, 
if I honestly knew. I am usually given not to withholding my com- 
ment if I have made myself clear. 

Senator Monroney. You do not: but that is all right. 

On Tuesday, March 1, in the Milwaukee Journal, in exhibit E, 
Senator McCarthy unveiled the publication of this booklet and an- 
nounced himself as the author of the center section. In this he says, 
and I quote from the article: 

“McCarthy was paid for his contribution to the book, but he de- 
clined to say how much.” 

That was on March 1, 1949. Enclosed in parentheses in this article, 
it says: 

“It’s embarrassingly small,” he said, “besides, I have to split it 
with 10 people who helped me.” 

We have testimony that about 12 people helped him materially on 
this article. 

Do you know anyone that received a split of this $10,000 fee in the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency or in the FHA or any of the 
others identified earlier? 

Mr. Roya. No, sir; certainly not, Senator Monroney. And I am 
glad that you brought that question to the fore, because when Mr. 
Semple was on the stand, he too referred to probably that same item 
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which you are mentioning, to the effect that Senator McCarthy gave 
him the impression that he had to pay ome researt hers, supposedly, 
in Government agencies, I believe, as Mr. Semple put it. 

The transcript would do better on that than I, and 1] should like 
to make it clear, as far as 1 know, that certainly no payment was mad 
to anyone In our agency or to me. 

Senator Monroney. Asa matter of fact, you consider t! 

nt made to you for the vast amount of research work t! 
the preparation of this article and the document 
wes given would have been unethical for vou o1 
ization to have received: is that correct ? 


Phat is correct And it was not « fer 


| } 


. { had peel offered { would ea 
Senator MONRONEY. SO far as vou know. 


barras “11 oly smal)? he said. “besides. | h ive 


; ' : is6 
who hemmed me. \ 
: 1 +] : iA ] 

received this s it, according to tis s 
ployee of vour staff or vour organiza 
| q 


the researeh work 1) tne prepara on of this booklet 


Mr. Royan. None whatsoever. 

Senator Monroney. | am elad to have that in the record, 

I think it is an important factor dealing with the FHA and the 
lous hous Ing and home finance agel Cl 

Mr. Royan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You are under oath, so vou are conscious of 
what you are saying / 

Mr. Royau. Yes, I certainly am, and I certainly am glad vou 
it in the record, Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monronery. Thank vou very mute h. sir. 

There are a number of drafts shown in the record. 
to see if you can give me the date of this last draft 
markit es and the ecliting and suggestions and stat 
In vour handwriting. 

Mr. Roya. Yes, Senator Monroney, most of these marginal notes 
seem to be in my handwriting. 

Senator Monroney. What is the significance of the lines down 
the margin marked in red, condensation or what / 

Mr. Roy AL. No, Senator, ] believe those lines LO be someone else’s 
And it appears from the handw riting at the top of one or more of 
them that they might have been Miss Kerr’s. 

Senator Monroney. | see, But what is the approximate date of 
that revise on the manuscript ? 

Mr. Roya. Senator Monroney, I should like to be able to say, but 
I cannot. I do believe from the appearance of this and its relation 
to the final piece which appeared, that it must have been one of the 
final. 

Senator Monroney. One of the final drafts? 

Mr. Royawu. Drafts. 

Senator Monronry. That you were passing on and reading copy 
on and editing and correcting the statistical information 7 

Mr. Royau. Simply making additions and corrections and sug 


gestions. 
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Senator Monronry. Do you know Mr. Malcolm B. Catlin; do 
you! 

Mr. Royau. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. He is Director of the Division of Housing 
Data and Analysis? 

Mr. Roya. He was, Senator Monroney, at that time. He is no 
longer in our agency. 

Senator Monroney (re ading) : 

Admitted to files in the documentation which the committee received, exhibit 
33, under date of November §, 1948, office memorandum, United States Gov- 


ernment, to Walter Royal, from Malcolm B, Catlin; Subject: Comments on 
article by Senator McCarthy. 


lam reading from the memo. 


The attached comments are rather numerous, but consist of minor points 
which should be cleared up in preparation for publication. 

It is suggested that FHA und VA be requested to review this draft. 

Signed, “Malcolm B. Catlin, Director, Division of Housing Data 
and Analysis.” 

Would the draft have gone, in addition to you, to some 8 or 10 
other staff members? Apparently it was a rather general cireula- 
tion of the manuscript for comment by a large number of employees 
and officials and experts in the housing agency. 

Mr. Royar. The way that was done, Senator Monroney, to my rec- 
ollection, was that I attempted to get to the people who had made any 
contribution in the way of figures or interpretations, their portions 
to pass upon. And several of he people involved were under Mr. Cat- 
lin in this Division of Housing Data and Analysis, and this one 
document which he had in hand was in turn passed on to the others 
for their special parts. 

Senator Monroney. You have a penciled or penned memo attached 
to it, apparently, which accompanied your suggestions on revising to 
this memo, that says: 

“Walter—the Senator continues to kick a dead dog. See page 8. 
I hope our help on a useful document does ‘not have to extend to 
endorsing this continual whip cracking over a troubled institution.” 

What was the dead dog that you referred to? Is that Public 
Housing on page 5¢ 

Mr. Royan. Yes; it apparently was, Senator Monroney, an illus- 
tration about public housing. 

Senator Monronry. And your comments, in other words, in addi- 
tion to the factual material, extended to the context and the propriety 
or wisdom of using certain parts of the manuscript, in shaping the 
manuscript, if this memo is in line with what I interpret it to be? 

Mr. Roya. Well, Senator Monroney, you will notice Mr. Catlin 
made that an addendum to the memorandum and did not make that 

L part of the formal memorandum; in facet, put it in his own hand- 
writing, and he was writing this little chit to me, expecting that I— 


ay 


giving me credit, I assume, for using some Judgment in whether or 
not we would be in a position to call this to the Senator's attention. 
We could not presume to edit that part of the Senator’s manuscript 
that we had not made any contribution to. However, I did talk with 
Miss Kerr on two occasions about the possibility of her influencin le 
the Senator to either dropping that illustration about public housing 
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or modifying it. And T believe because of that conversation it was 
finally somewhat modified. 

Senator Monroney. In this same file comments on: 

“Wanted: A dollar’s worth of housing for every dollar spent.” 
You enumerate several various changes on pages 12, 15, 14, 15, 16, 
17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, and 35. I think 
about the only pages, ap parently, that were not suggested for cor 
rections were the first 12 pages, one of which included the foreword, 
and the other was the last page, if I remember the total pages cor- 
rectly. It was 37. So there was scarcely a page within this revise 
that vou did not have suggestions to make on how the final article 
should appear. 

Mr. Roya. Yes. ae however, Senator Monroney, were prob 
ably made very freely, because I had that working rel: tionship with 
Miss Kerr, and whether or not those corrections or revisions or sug- 
gestions were taken, I do not know. 

Senator Monroney. I have here a draft of material on small-home 
financing, prepared for Senator McCarthy. It extends to 14 pages, 
together with yellow scratch paper, apparently outlining the form of 
the article in various ways. 

Did you help to form the outline for the preparation of the docu- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Roya. At the beginning, Senator Monroney, I believe I testified 
that one of the. or more than one, several of the early conversations 
were with Miss Kerr on the outline, and she contributed the Senator’s 
suggested outline and her suggested outline, on which I also made 


suggestions. 
Senator Monronry. You might say it was a sort of prefabrication 


of the article, might we not? 

Mr. Royan. That is probab ly a good phrase. 

Sena itor Mi NRONEY. This wasa 14 page docume nt. rathe r technical, 
toge the r with the various revisions, together with ton i irculation of the 
memo from Mr. Catlin that apparently went to several agencies, to 
gether with the suggested corrections, which I have just enumerated, 
together with the tables which have been revised several times, cat 
other material. 

Would you still like this committee to believe that your estimate 
could be possib ly t true that a total of 40 man hours of work went into 
the servic ices thi at were re ndered } 1 be h: ilf of ‘thisa rticle / 

Mr. Royau. I said, Senator Monroney, previously t! 
very rough guess on my part. It could have been more time 

Senator Monronery. Dividing the 40 hours by the 12 people, I be- 
lieve that we figured were working on it. that would leave about three 
hours and a half per person average, and the amount of documentation 
and sina and the speed with which all of this stuff could be turned 
out, read and reread and reedited, hmaZes me on the speed of the pub- 
licity Section and the officials of the Federal Housing Ageney. T 


lat it Was Justa 


city editors are missing some good bets on copyreaders and 


men in Washington if vour agency can turn out that volume 
rial in that detail and check for the absolute aceuracy al a 
of the tables and all of that in a 40-hour period. 


Mr. Royvau. Senator Monroney, of course, some of these things are, 


s you say, revealing for other purposes, but some of those docume nts 


hich vou have and which appear in that depr sitorv of mine were 
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not necessarily all original. Some of them were documents which 
we were working with already in the housing: agency. We made revi- 
sions of them for that purpose, or the Senator’s office in some instances 
had typed copy from printed limcaahans d0-ditats prepared documents. 
We made available to Miss Kerr much information that was already 
prepared. So some of the material which appears is not all fresh, 
original material. 

Senator Monroney. But the disparity, it appears to me, Mr. Royal, 
to be in the fact that so much of the source material in these 37 pages 
which we are investigating appears to have come ve the FHA and 
documentation and statistical work and legalistic interpretation of 
laws, and your statf was able to do it in an ageregate tot: il of 40 hours. 
while Senator MeCarthy says the other portion of the material which 
he originated took more than a year to prepare. 

The disparity between the time makes it quite difficult to believe 
both are absolutely correct. 

Mr. Royau. Well, Senator Monroney, some of the material that 
Senator Me¢ ‘arthy proposed to use in the book had already been 
— l by himself o1 - Miss Kerr or others. I do not know by whom 
else. And even some of that, I think, appears in the record in which 
we made revisions or corrections. 

Senator Monro NEY. I believe in your testimony you were a little 
bit uncertain as to what time you learned of the $10,000 having been 
paid for the manuscript. The news article that I reread from the 
record ~aegy? ites that it was not a matter of public knowledge as late 
as March 1. 1949, since Senator McCarthy remarked “it was emsbarvans- 
ingly wt and besides I have to split with 10 people who helped 
me 

App: rently at that time it had not been revealed. 

Do you remember what date and under what circumstances it was 
so revealed or when you first heard of it ¢ 

Mr. Royan. Senator Monroney, my first recollection of hearing 
of it Was In someone’s news column. 

Senator Monroney. I believe that is all I have. 

Senator HenninGs (presiding). Are there any further questions / 

Senator Weiker. I would like to ask one question : 

Mr. Royal, Senator Monroney at the outset of his examination of 
you had something to say about whether it would not be better to 
send out this information through the Congressional Record. Is this 
the first time you have ever heard of a United States Senator or a 
Member of Congress writing any article for hire, for pay, without 
introducing it into the Congressional Record / 

Mr. Roya No. sir, it is not. 

Senator Wetxer. And I assume, Mr. Royal, that you can see very 
little. if any, difference between an artic le on the Federal Housing 
written by Senator McCarthy and an article on crime and corruption 
in America written by another United States Senator who gained 
his ee by virtue of hearings held throughout the United 
States—can you see any great difference in that? 

Mr. Rox iL. Only that, Senator, in the one instance it was the en- 
deavor to put this housing book, as it was first thought of, into the 
hands of individual users, while, on the other hand, I think the second 
article to which you refer is of more general interest. 
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Senator Werker. It was of more general interest, and I am not 
critical of either of the Senators for their writing. I feel that both 
of them did a great public service to the people of America, but by 
a like token it is assumed that they both received fees, and that they 
did not introduce their documents into the Congressional Record, as 
Senator Monroney seems to think would have been adequate. 

Is that conclusion of mine reasonably correct ? 

Mr. Roya. It is difficult for me to say, Senator. It seems rea- 
sonable. 

Senator Weiker. And I want to close my interrogation with this, 
Mr. Royal: 

(Questions have been propounded to you and certain inferences may 
have been left with the public that you, or some of your staff or many 
others in connection with your organization, might have taken some 
fee or compensation for your efforts in this behalf. And I will ask 
you whether or not you have ever or any person of your organization 
- your knowledge has ever accepted a fee either from Senator Me- 

Carthy or any other person writing on housing for hire, or gra- 
tuitously ? 

Mr. Royan. I do not—I cannot say for any other persons. 

Senator WeLker. I said,to your knowledge. 

Mr. Roya. ‘Tomy knowledge, no, sir. 

Senator Weiker. That is all. 

Senator Monroney. Reverting back to the circulation, I believe the 
Crime Commission hearings were in the Saturday Evening Post, were 
they not ? 

Mr. Roya. I believe so, Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monroney. And involved a circulation of perhaps well 
over a million or two million copies ? 

Mr. Roya. Likely so. 

Senator Monroney. I believe you heard the testim on) ’ th: it this was 
circulated not by a publication, a newspaper or a magazine bess general 
circulation, but circulated by a borrower from the R 1 C who was at 
that time in debt to about $15 million to the  ecatarbiclly 

Mr. Roya. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you. 

Senator Weiker. One other question. 

If I can correctly see, I am also informed that the so-called article 
= nin the Saturday Evening Post were published in a book form 

nd sold throughout this Nation. And there has not been any evi- 
ta. adduced here, and I have no knowledge as to whether or not 
the Senator who wrote those articles received $10,000 or $100,000 by 
virtue of his magazine article or the books written. And I assume 
that you have no knowledge as to that ? 

Mr. Royau. I have none, Senator. 

Senator Weiker. That is all. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Royal, did you or others of your Agency 
at any time ever assist any other Member of Congress in the prepa- 
rat ion of a booklet or other publicat ion to be sold for profit ¢ 

Mr. Royat. Not to my knowledge, Senator, but it would not nec 
essarily be conclusive that there were none other. 

Senator Henninos. You are not presently so engaged in any such 
enterprise, are you ‘ 

Mr. Roya. Not at the moment. 
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Senator Hennines. For any Member of Congress, and so far as 
you know have not been in the past ¢ 

Mr. Royan. No, I personally, no, sir. 

Senator Henninos. Mr. Moore, have you any further questions 4 

Mr. Moore. I have one or two questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Royal, have you ever worked up material and done research 
work for any other prefab manufacturers ¢ 

Mr. Rovau. No, Mr. Counsel. 

Mr. Moorr. Have you ever done research and worked up material 
for any manufacturer of conventional housing, if you know ¢ 

Mr. Royar. Not to my knowledge, personally. We . iy have in the 
Division, and we may have in the Agency. Again, Mr. Jack H. Bryan, 
the Director of the Division, might have some certain : know ledge on 
that. 

Mr. Moore. And it is your testimony, is it not, that during the major 
part of your research in this particular project you did not know that 
Lustron was involved: is that correct / 

Mr. Roya. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Moore. When you learned about Lustron being a party in in- 
terest did you express an opinion—did vou take exception to that in 
any conversation with Senator Me ‘arthy ? : 

Mr. Royau. The only — I may have expressed, Mr. Counsel, 
was when I formally, or heard in an informal way from Miss Kerr 
that there was this arrangement that had been made, and the way | 
believe she put it was that the book was finally to see the light of day 
after some time of effort, and she told me how, and she made it in an 
otf-the-record conversation, because she said she was certain that the 
Senator would tell me himself, but she just wished to advise me of her 
knowledge. I said, I believe, something like this: that IL was disap- 
pointed, because I thought this would inhibit its circulation and Thad 
hoped that it would go into this pocket edition that we had earlier 
talked of. 

Mr. Moore. Is it your testimony that because it was Lustron-spon- 
sored or sponsored by a manufacturer that its circulation would not be 
as ereat as it might otherwise have been / 

Mr. Roya. That was my idea. 

Mr. Moorr. Was that the only basis on which you expressed disap 
pointment ¢ 

Mr. Royan. Well. Mr. Counsel, I thought any manufacturer, any 
manufacturer’s label on it would probably inhibit its wide circulation. 

Senator Henninas. Were you objecting to the format? You men- 
tioned a pocket edition. Mr. Roy al. 

Mr. Roya. Senator Hennings. I only mentioned the pocket edi- 
tion because it has become prevalent in book practices of late years, 
as you know, that the greatly circulated books do go into those types 
of editions, and you get t them at the Union Station and newsstands 
and places. The ordinary GI would not ordinarily buy a $3.50 book. 

That is the only thought on that. 

Mr. Moorr. There did come a time, did there not. when Senator 
McCarthy himself informed you that the article on housing had been 
pub lished by Lustron ¢ 

Mr. Royan. Yes, Mr. Counsel; I believe he did by way of a letter. 

Mr. Moore. I show you a letter from the Senator addressed to you, 
dated March 24, 1949, and ask you if this is not the communeation to 
which you refer / : 
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Mr. Royau. Yes, it is the communication, Mr. Counsel. 
Mr. Moore. Mr. Royal, in the second paragraph he states here: 


Dear WALTER: The article on housing, as I think you know, has been pub 
lished in book form and is now on the market I thought you might be inter 
ested in seeing a copy and so am enclosing one herewith. 

Is that the first copy you saw ¢ 

Mr. Roya. Yes; so far as I know it is. 

Mr. Moore. And he further states: 

“The article was put out as part of a book | 'V the Lustron Corp,” a 
fact which you then knew because of its having been communicated 
to you by Miss Kerr, as you testified, is that right / 

Mr. Roya. The fact that Miss Kerr had indicated it was going to 
be put out. 


Mr. Moore. And he states further: 


For the reason that none of the sizable publishers would take on the printing 
of an educational book such as this—-one which appeals to only a limited group 
of people—without a substantial guaranty to cover their cost of printing, ete. 

Had you had any prior information about that in conversations 
with Miss Kerr or with Senator Mc¢ ‘arthy / 

Mr. Royav. I understood, Mr. Counsel, that efforts had been made 
all during the course of the preparation of this material to hopefully 
sell it to a book publisher. 

Mr. Moore. The next sentence states: “The lowest sales price at 
which any of them offered to put out this book was $2.” 

Did you know that ? 

Mr. Roya. That was mentioned to me in one conversation ; ves, sir. 


Mr. Moore. It is further stated: 


The Lustron Corp. offered to put it out for the sum of 35 cents, using all 
their dealers’ channels for the purpose of making it available to the public. 

Is that the first information you had about that / 

Mr. Roya. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Moore. I have no further questions. 

Senator WELKER. Just one more. 

Mr. Royal, were you at any time ever advised by anyone, Senator 
McCarthy or his staff or the Lustron people, that they were generally 
advertising this booklet throughout the Nation, through many leading 
magazines such as Better Homes and Gardens and I have forgotten 
the names of the magazines, they have been testified to here, in an 
attempt to make available to a person interested in buying a home— 
to make available to that person this document—were you appraised 
of that fact ? 

Mr. Roya. I was not apprised of it. I learned something of that 
through my own reading of some of the publications. 

Senator Wetker. That is a pretty good way to generally advertise 
a booklet on public housing to a war veteran who needed a home, is 
it not? 

Mr. Roya. I should think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Weiker. The testimony related to coupons—I think the 
could cut out a coupon and send it in to the Lustron people. The 
statement has been made that this, perhaps, Lustron Corp. owning the 
rights to this manuscript, would limit it in its public consumption, 
but it isa fact, is it not, Mr. Royal, that the fact tha at they did gener 
ally eile this booklet to any prospec tive pure! hase ¥ whe ther he be 





320 INVESTIGATION OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY 


in Oregon or in New Jersey, it would have value in disseminating this 
information to the prospective buver of homes. 

Mr. Royau. It would have value, I think, Senator Welker; yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. At any time during your discussions was the 
sale of the article on housing discussed as to any of the national 
magazines, such as the Saturday Evening Post or Colliers or Cos- 
mopolitan / 

Mr. Royau. I understood it was, Senator Monroney, after not click- 
ing on the pocketbook idea. I believe that Senator McCarthy or some 
one of his associates did contact some of the magazines, including the 
Saturday Evening Post and Life—I remember as being two of them. 

Senator Monroney. Do you know what the rate that 1s usually paid 
by the Saturday Evening Post or Life or Colliers or these other 
magazines might be # 

Mr. Roya. Lam not certain of the current rates, Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monroney. Does it approach $10,000 7 

Mr. Roya. I believe not. . 

Senator Monroney. Around a thousand, $500 to $1,000, I believe is 
the average rate that I am told by writers here is paid to Senators 
or Congressmen for the use of their information and their articles— 
you understand that it had been turned down by these magazines! 

Mr. Roya. I understood that it had, although there was a con- 
versation once or twice about one or more of them having it under 
consideration. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you. I have no further questions, 

Senator Hennines. Are there any further questions / 

Senator WELKER. One more. 

Mr. Royal, so that I may be completely informed upon this matter, 
you are not testifying, are you, that any article written for Life 
or Time magazine or the Saturday Evening Post by a Senator is 
limited to the sum of $1,000 as compensation or even as low as $500? 

Mr. Royan. No, Senator Welker; I was just attempting to comment 
on the question by Senator Monroney. 

Senator Werker. I imagine that the fee that is set upon it, well, 
upon the publicity value of the article that is rendered to the people ; 
in other words, it is based upon the amount of the sale that that 
article will do for the magazine using the article; am I correct in that 
assumption / 

Mr. Roya. That is likely so; yes, sir. 

Senator Wernker. I have heard it said, sir, and I do not assume 
that you know—TI have heard it said that Mr. Whitaker Chambers 
received a fee of some $50,000 for the articles in the Saturday Evening 
Post. So we have no way and you have no way of telling this com- 
mittee the fees that these magazines render upon articles published 
by them? 

Mr. Roya. No, sir; I am no expert. 

Senator Hennines. Are there any further questions, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore. No further questions. 

Senator Monronry. No further questions. 

Senator Henninos. The committee will recess subject to the further 
eall of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the subcommittee recessed subject to 
the further call of the Chair.) 





